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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue NEXT sitttne for the hearing of matters connected with 
the winding-up of companies will be Monday, the 7th of De- 
cember, when Mr. Justice Romer will take the place of Mr. 
Justice VavcHan Wii11ams, who will be on circuit. 





THE crRcurTs are, as usual, retarding the progress of business 
in the Queen’s Bench Division. Last week only two divisional 
courts sat, and heard ¢x parte motions only ; and on Saturday 
there were only three courts for the trial of actions, presided 
over by Oave, Onartes, and Wricnut, JJ., and the first and 
last named learned judges had finished their lists before 11,30, 





We print elsewhere a set of new County Court Rules with 
reference to parties and to interpleader. The rule relating to 
arties has been necessitated by the recent decisions of the 
ouse of Lords in Smurthwaite v. Hannay (43 W. R. 113; 1894, 
A. CG. 494), and of the Court of Appeal in Carter v. Rigby 
44 W. R. 566), and it follows the amendment recently made in 
. 8. C., ord. 16, r. 1 (ante, p. 11). According to Smurthwaite y. 
Hannay, different parties could not be joined as plaintiffs unless 
they claimed in respect of the same cause of action. 
the causes of action were different, the plaintiffs were bound to 
sue separately, however convenient it might be to try the acti 
together in consequence of their arising out of the same trans- 
tion ; and in Carter v. Rigby it was that this case 
the construction of the ee gene 
of 1889, ord. 3, r. 1), although the 
actions under the Em i 
contemplated that the earlier and 
Gort v. Rowney (34 W. BR. 696, 17 
Ord. 3, r. 1, is now amended so as 
joined in the county court, as 
can be joined in the High Court, in 
arising out of the same transaction or 
alleged to exist. The new county court 
pleader follows the new rule of the 
1896, and provides for the case where the 
admits the title of the claimant to the goods. 
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upon notice to this effect, may withdraw from possession, and 
may apply for an order protecting him from any action in 
respect of the seizure. 





A corrEsPonpENT, whose letter will be found elsewhere, 
objects to our suggestion (anic, p. 59) that, where a testator 
gives his property to such of his children as attain twenty-one, 
or, being daughters, marry, and settles his daughters’ shares, 
the share of an infant son is liable to settlement estate duty, on 
the ground that we do not take into account the state of facts 
existing at the death of the testator. We submit that this 
objection is unfounded. The question whether the duty in 
question is payable depends upon whether the share is settled 
or not. By the Finance Act, 1894, s. 22 (A) settled property 
means property comprised in a settlement ; and by section 22 (7) 
settlement means any instrument ony be a settlement within 
the meaning of section 2 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, or if it 
related to real property would be a settlement within the mean- 
ing of that section. ‘‘Settlement,” as defined by the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, s. 2 (1), includes any instrument under which 
‘* any land, or any estate or interest in land, stands for the time 
being limited to or in trust for any persons by way of succes- 
sion.” # Now, substituting “property” for ‘‘land” in this 
definition, we find that ‘‘ settlement ” in the Finance Act, 1894, 
includes ‘‘a will under which property, or any interest in 
property, stands for the time being limited to or in trust for any 
persons by way of succession.” In the case under discussion 
the share of the infant son is, on the death of the testator, con- 
tingently “limited to or in trust for persons by way of succes- 
sion,” and therefore it falls within the definition of ‘‘ settlement,” 
and settlement estate duty is payable. We agree with the con- 
cluding remark of our correspondent that the case is one of 
—- and we think that the Finance Act, 1894, ought to be 
amended by providing that where property passing on death is 
settled contingently, settlement estate duty should not be pay- 
able unless and until the contingency happens. 





Dvrine THE progress of the trial of Reg. v. Scott and others at 
the Central Criminal Court this week, a letter was written by 
some person to the foreman of the jury, which, according to a 
statement made by the learned judgo, was an endeavour to get 
the jury to take a certain view of the case. It need hardly be said 

that a letter with such an object is a gross contempt of court, 

and that the writer, if discovered, might be dealt with sum- 
marily by the judge. The sending of such a letter is, however, 
more than a contempt of court, it amounts to the very serious 
common law misdemeanour known as embracery, and is punish- 
able under various statutes. It appears to bea not uncommon 
opinion that this offence consists in attempting to influence the 
ecision of a juror by the offer of some bribe or other induce- 
ment, or by threats. This is, of course, embracery in its worst 
form, but the offence is wider than this. In Hawkins’ ‘“‘ Pleas 
of the Crown”’ it is laid down that any attempt ‘‘to corrupt or 
influence or instruct a jury, or any way to ‘oles them to be 
more favourable to the one side than to the other by money, 
promises, letters, threats, or persuasions, except only by the 
strength of the evidence and the arguments of counsel in open 
court,” is an act of embracery. Therefore, according to this 
great authority, any letter toa jury urging them to take any 
particular view of a case, or any attempt whatever to influence 
the verdict otherwise than by the ordinary open methods used 
in court, is a misdemeanour. Under 6 Geo. 4, c. 50, a person 
charged with embracery may be proceeded against by indict- 


public obligations of £100,000 and upwards, and the 
obligations of these reached only £828,000. In the four pre- 
ceding years the totals were respectively seven, fourteen, twenty- 
six, and five millions. The year 1895 was free from catastrophes 
such as those with which the public had previously become too 
familiar. There was a decrease also in companies with public 
obligations between £10,000 and £100,000. In companies under 
£10,000 there was a decrease in the number of companies wound 
up, but an increase in the total amount of obligations. Mr. 
Joun Sairn, the Inspector-General in Company Liquidation, 
presents some interesting details with respect to the failures 
which came under his notice, and he states forcibly, and at the 
same time fairly, the official views on certain current questions, 
One of the most notable failures was that of “Olympia 
(Limited),” and Mr. Surrn observes that upon the reconstruction 
of the company, when there were assets valued at only £54,000, 
the court adopted a scheme under which capital to the extent of 
£120,000 was issued as fully paid up. It is matter of notoriety 
that the reconstructed company has also proved a failure. In 
exoneration of the court in such cases, Mr. Surru observes that 
it is the parties who are interested in the scheme of reconstruc- 
tion who are mainly responsible for the facts as presented, and 
he urges that, while the Official Receiver ought not to express 
any opinion upon the merits of the scheme, or to take any active 
part in carrying or are it, yet it ought to be within his 
province to report the facts so as to enable the court to form an 
independent judgment. If the Official Receiver is the perma- 
nent liquidator he surely has full opportunity of informing the 
court at present. If he was only provisional liquidator, he has 
ceased to have any Jocus standi, and the court, with the assist- 
ance of the actual liquidator, should be astute enough to avoid 
being entrapped into approval of a scheme financially unsound, 
Whether approved by the court or not, the creation of fictitious 
capital ani deserves all Mr. Surru’s animadversions. 





THE MAIN questions with which Mr. Surrx deals are the pub- 
lication of balance-sheets, and the collapse of public examina- 
tions in consequence of the decision of the House of Lords in 
Ex parte Barnes (44 W. R. 433 ; 1896, A.C. 146). The former 
question, as is well known, has aroused considerable difference of 
opinion, and the weight of authority seems to be in favour of the 
view that the pea 5 balance-sheet is a matter which primarily 
concerns the shareholders. Mr. Sarr complains that the annual 
returns of capital which are now required to be filed with the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies are no indication of the 
actual assets of the company, and doubtless he is correct; but 
companies may naturally shrink from publication of the balance- 
sheet to all the world, while they would be perfectly ready to 
shew it to an intending creditor. In the absence of their doing 
so, the intending creditor would be able to form his own conclu- 
sions. But the matter which was chiefly exercising the Depart- 
ment when the report passed through the press was the decision 
in Ex parte Barnes. The official receivers shrink from the 
responsibility of making specific charges of fraud against speci- 
fied. individuals ; but without this charge, public examination 
of directors (so the House of Lords has decided) cannot be 
ordered, and, more cruel still, the House did not see any reason 
why public examination should take place except upon these 
terms. For the mere purpose of inquiry ample means are at 
present provided by section 115 of the Act of 1862, and when 
the Official Receiver has, under this section, got at sufficient 
facts to enable him to say whether he will —— fraud or no, 


ment or information, and if convicted is liable to fine and | he can make his further report and have _ lic examination. 


imprisonment. Attempts to unlawfully influence juries are | But this position the De ent is un 


happily uncommon, but when it is found ible to convict any 
person of such a serious offence an example might well be made 


to adopt, and 
ublic examinations, and with them (in the opinion of 
‘avcHaN Wit1aMs, J.) the utility of the Act of 1890, have, for 


as a salutary warning to others tempted to interfere with the | the time being, come to an end. It is, perhaps, singular that 
course of justice. the Board of Trade, which is so anxious to have the entire con- 





trol of company winding up and to point out all the short- 


comings of persons in company management, should 


Tue rerort of the Board of Trade on the winding up of | retire into obscurity so soon as it was required to ae its c 


companies, which has just been issued, shews that the compul- 


against individuals in a definite shape. Possib 
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in hand, and to deal with the matters referred to above and also 
with the case of private companies. Otherwise the decision in 
Salomon’s case may be expected to furnish a fertile topic of com- 
plaint for next year’s report. 





THERE ARE few ways in which money may be made more 
simply and easily, until the law interferes, than by keeping a 
lottery ; and when a lottery is started in anything like an attrac- 
tive form, customers are seldom wanting. This week two men 
were charged at the North London Police Court with this 
offence. They were found selling sealed envelopes, some of 
which were said by them to contain articles of some value, while 
every envelope was said to contain a prize of some sort. The 
magistrate held that they were clearly guilty of keeping a 
lottery, and dealt with them as rogues and vagabonds under the 
provisions of the statute 42 Geo. 3,c. 119. A lottery was defined 
in the case of Zaylor v. Smetten (11 Q. B. D. 207) as a “ distri- 
bution of prizes by lot or chance.” It is submitted, however, 
that this te-@ Tittle too wide, as prizes might be distributed by 
lot or chance amongst a number of persons who paid nothing at 
all for the chance, and took the prizes merely as gifts. Again, 
if the prizes were all of equal value, and the drawing of lots 
merely decided which subscriber was to take each article, it can 
hardly be argued that the transaction would be a lottery. The 
decided cases lead unmistakably to the conclusion that a distri- 
bution is not a lottery, within the meaning of the Acts which 
make lotteries unlawful, unless something of the nature of 
gambling can be shewn to exist. It must be proved that the 
persons taking part in the transaction run some risk of losing 
as well as of winning. It makes no difference to the illegality 
of the transaction that each person gets something for his 
money, provided he takes a chance of gi fing more or less for his 
money than the others. This was the opifion of the High 
Court in Taylor v. Smetten (ubi supra). Lotteries have been the 
subject of a long series of Acts of Parliament extending from 
the reign of William III. to the present reign. There seem to 
be three ways of dealing with offenders under these Acts. First, 
any person setting up or keeping a lottery may be indicted for 
@ nuisance, as both te the y Wr hobrrnn dete and also by 
10 & 11 Will. 3, c. 17, lotteries are declared to be ‘‘ common and 
public nuisances, and against law.” Secondly, under section 2 
of the Act of Geo. 3, any person keeping any office or place for 
the purpose of conducting a lottery, or allowing his house to be 
used for such a purpose, is liable to a penalty of £500. This 
penalty can, however, be recovered only at the suit of the Attor- 
ney-General. Thirdly, under section 3 of the same Act any 
such person as last mentioned may be dealt with summarily as 
a rogue and vagabond. As this last is by far the simplest 
procedure, and the remedy under the Vagrant Acts is generally 
adequate to the offence, keepers of lotteries are now nearly 
always dealt with in this manner.’ A person who merely buys a 
chance in a lottery also offends against the law; but there is no 
such simple way of bringing him to justice, and he is seldom 
proceeded against. He does not seem to be answerable at all to 
a court of summary jurisdiction. He can only be proceeded 
against for a penalty under the above-mentioned Act of Will. 3, 
and by 46 Geo. 3, c. 148, no suit for such penalty can be 
brought except in the name of the Attorney-General. 





Ir 1s now, of course, well settled that a company, if properly 
empowered by the memorandum or articles of association, can 
create an effectual mortgage of uncalled capital (Re Pyle Works, 
38 W. R. 674; Newton v. Anglo-Australian Investment Co., 43 
W. BR. 401; 1895, A. O. 244), but questions frequently arise as 
to whether this power has been in fact conferred, or whether a 
particular mortgage includes uncalled capital. In each case it 
has to be considered whether the words upon which reliance is 
placed are apt to describe, or, at any rate, to include, uncalled 
eapital. Thus the words “ funds or pro ” are not sufficient 
(Stanley’s case, 12 W. R. 894,4 D.J. & 8. — In Bank of 
South Australia v. Abrahams (23 W. R. 668, L. RB. 6 P. C. 265), 
where this view was adopted, it was said “ that the right of the 


company (to make calls) is, strictly speaking, more in the nature 


power to make his own may be charged, as well as that which is 
actually his, it requires apt and proper words, or a sufficient 
context to have this effect.” The proper and usual method is to 
authorize a charge on “ uncalled capital” ex y, and to use 
these words also in creating the charge; but although the word 
“ property” by itself is not sufficient, it is quite possible to 
authorize the inclusion of uncalled capital by the use of merely 
general words. In Newton v. Anglo-Australian Investment Co, 
(supra) there was power to receive money on loan “u 

security of the company,” and it was held that these 

shewed an intention to render all the resources of the company 
available, and therefore included power to mortgage uncalled 
capital. So more recently, in Jackson v. The Rainford. Coal Co. 
(Limited) (44 W. R. 554), where there was power to borrow on 
mortgage of the property and effects of the company, or upon 
bonds or debentures, ‘“ og in such other manner as the company 
may determine,” Currry, J., observed that there was no other 
manner in which the company could borrow except by borrow- 
ing on uncalled capital, and such borrowing, therefore, was 
authorized. In the two last-mentioned cases there were 

words which clearly carried the borrowing power beyond mere 
property. In the case of Re Streatham and General Estates Co., 
just decided by Currry, J., the word “ property ” has again come 
in question, but this time in the phrase “‘ property both present 
and future.” The power of the pre oe extended by express 
words to the creation of debentures mee upon any property, 
both present and future, “including uncalled capital,” but these 
last words were omitted in the debentures asissued. In spite of 
the addition of “future,” the word “ a ge ” seems still to be 
subject to the restriction placed upon it by the authorities, and 
so Curry, J., held. Inasmuch, indeed, as “property” by 
itself brings within the debentures all Ror gs acquired down - 
to the date of the winding up (Zhe Colonial Trusts Corporation, 
15 Ch. D. 465), the qualification ‘‘ present or future”’ appears to 
have no effect. To include capital it is still necessary 
to use words which imticaté-sotiething beyond “‘property” in 
its ordinary sense. Sin 5 





Ir may be of some interest, with reference to our recent article 
on sect. 26 of the Wills Act (ante, p. 24), to refer to a recent 
case before Kexewrcn, J., in chambers (with the particulars of 
which we have been favoured), where the question was whether 
a testator’s leaseholds passed under the gift of residuary per- 
sonalty or under the residuary devise of realty in the will. 
The will in question in the case contained a specific devise to the 


testator’s sons of his “ farms, lands, and heredita- 
ments at or near H.,” together with his “ dwelling-house, 
garden, buildings, land, atid ises at E.,” and all other his 


‘lands, hereditaments, , and real estate situate at or 
near E.,”’ to hold unto his said sons upon certain trusts; and a 
residuary devise of all other ‘the testator’s ‘‘ messuages, lands, 
hereditaments, and real estate, if any, whatsoever and whereso- 
ever,” to his said sons “‘their heirs and assigns” for ever as 
tenants in common, and, finally, a bequest to one son of all the 
testator’s ‘‘moneys, securities for money, household furniture, 
and all other his estate and effects” upon certain 
trusts. The testator died of a freehold estate, the 
subject of the specific devise, but no other real estate, and also 
of leaseholds situate in London, and held for short terms of 
years. Kxxewrcu, J., decided that the leaseholds under 
the gift of residuary personalty. As we recently pointed out 
(ante, p. 26), the courts have in late inclined to a liberal 
construction of the 26th section, but the application of the 
rower oa, Boge of construction which the section down is ex- 
pressly limited by the words at the end of the section : “ Unless 
@ con intention shall a by the will.” That is a saving 
clause which excludes the statutory construction where the 
testator’s intention can be gathered from the words of the will, 
and his intention so ascertained is found to be contrary to—i,¢., 
not in accordance with—the intention attributed to a testator by 
the 26th section. In all the cases, therefore, the first thing 
which the court has to do is to ascertain the testator’s intention 
appearing by his will, and for that to arrive at the true 
construction of the will, before it is in a position to determine 





of power than of property, and although that which a man has 


whether section 26 applies or does not apply to the particular will, 
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The will in the case before Kzxrewicn, J., would seem to afford 
considerable indications of the testator’s intention. He uses 
technical expressions, and there is nothing to shew that those 
ex: ions were not understood by him in their technical sense 
see Butler v. Butler, 33 W. R. 192, 28 Ch. D. 68, p. 71). The 
of the residuary devise in particular is apt for a devise 

of real estate, but is quite inappropriate to pass terms of years. 
The case would, therefore, appear to belong to the class of cases 
where the will shews sufficient intention to entirely exclude the 
application of the enactment of section 26. 





WE HAVE received a copy of an appendix to the new edition 
of Messrs. Crerk and Linpsett’s work on Torts, recently 
reviewed in these columns, in which the authors discuss the 
decision in South Staffordshire Water Co. v. Sharman (1896, 2 
Q. B, 44) on title to chattels by huding. Of cOurse it is settled 
law that when a chattel has no possessor the first finder acquires 
a title which is good against all the world except the true 
owner (Armory v. Delamiric, 1 Str. 505). But though a chattel 
has —- no actual possessor, the law may step in and 
treat the circumstances as constituting possession. In Sharman’s 
case the defendant, whilst engaged in cleaning out a pond on the 
plaintiffs’ land, found in the mud at the bottom of the pond two 
gold rings which he claimed to keep. But the Divisional Court 
(Lord Russert, O.J., and Witt1s, J.) held that the plaintiffs, as 
possessors of the soil, were in possession of the rings, and con- 
sequently they had a possessory title superior to that of the 
defendant. Messrs. Crexk and Lrvpsett object that the result 
is in conflict with Bridger v.-Hawksworth (21 L. J. Q. B. 75), in 
which a person who found some bank notes on the floor of a 
shop was held to be entitled to keep them as against the owner 
of the shop. The Divisional Court distinguished this case, on 
the ground that the shop was a public place; but Messrs. 
Crzrk snd Linpsext point out that this was not really the 
ground of the decision, and for anything that appears in the 
judgment of the Queen’s Bench, delivered by Parreson, J., the 
result would have been the same had the notes been found in a 

ivate house. But whatever were the actual words used by 

ATTESON, J., the fact that the premises were open to the public 
seems to be a material consideration, and since possession is so 
uently a mixed question of fact and law, it is probably con- 
venient to ascribe to the occupier of a house possession of the 
chattels which happen to be inside it. It is more questionable 
whether the same principle should be extended to land gene- 
rally, as was done in Sharman’s case. The above remarks, how- 
aver, by no means cover all the arguments advanced by Messrs. 
Cxuerk and Linpsztt, and in particular their note suggests some 
considerations, based on the law of larceny, which go to shew 
ion should be restricted to the actual finder, what- 
the nature of the premises where the chattel is found. 





THE EXECUTION CREDITOR’S LIABILITY UPON A 
WRONGFUL SEIZURE BY THE SHERIFF. 

Tne sheriff, it is sometimes said, in levying an execution is an 
t of the creditor who sets him in motion, but in fact he is 
ways a principal, with the liabilities of a principal. His 
a ed in the writ, and he is liable for the conse- 
quences of all acts which he cannot justify by the writ. 
“Though for some purposes he is an agent of the party who 
puts the writ into his hands, he is not a mere agent. He is a 
public functionary, having, indeed, duties to perform towards 
those who set him in motion analogous, in many respects, to 
those of an agent towards his principal ; but he has also duties 
towards others, and particularly towards those against whom the 
writ in his hands is directed” (per Lord Cranworrtn, C., in 
Hooper v. Lane, 6 H. L. Cas., p. 550). In executing the writ, 
however, the sheriff is bound to act upon such information as 
he can obtain, and for precise details as to the mode of execu- 
tion he naturally looks to the solicitor of the execution creditor. 
Hence, in the event of a wrongful seizure, there arises the pos- 
sibility that the injured party may have a remedy, not only 
against the sheriff, but also against the execution creditor as the 





that the solicitor in giving information should have been acting 
within the scope of his authority, and the courts have placed a 
stringent limitation on the Greditor’s liability by holding that 
the solicitor’s authority only extends to making the usual in- 
dorsément On the writ_of the description and address of tie 
execution debtor; with the consequences of any further direc- 
tiofs given by the solicitor his client has nothing to do. 
Formerly the law on this subject was in a very unsettled state. 
Where the execution creditor himself intervenes, and directs the 
| sheriff as to the person against whom, and the goods upon 
which execution is to be levied, and a wrongful seizure results, 
there is no doubt that the creditor has made himself a party to 
the wrong, both he and the sheriff are liable to the injured 
party, and the creditor, as being the prime mover in the matter, 
is bound to indemnify the sheriff (Jarmain v. Hooper, 6 Man. & 
Gr., p. 849; Humphrys v. Pratt, 5 Bligh N. 8. 154). And the 
judgment in Jarmain v. Hooper seems, at first sight, to favour 
the notion that the creditor’s solicitor is his agent for giving 
directions to the sheriff so as to involve the creditor in the con- 
sequences of any mistake. ‘‘The direction given by the 
attorney,” Tynpaut, C.J., said, ‘‘is a direction given by an 
agent within the scope of his authority, aud binds the principal. 
The attorney has the general conduct of the cause; he is the 
only person with whom the sheriff has communication ; and, in 
taking a step essentially necessary for the benefit. of the client 
—that ie, for the obtaining the fruit of his judgment, we think 
he cannot be held to have acted beyond his authority, though he 
has miscarried in its execution.” But the direction actually 
given in that case was confined to the indorsement on the writ, 
whereby the sheriff, instead of levying on the goods of Joszrn 
JARMAIN, the execution debtor, levied on the goods of his father, 
who bore the same name. In subsequent interpleader proceed- 
ings the creditor insisted upon his right to the goods, and this 
was urged in argument as constituting a ratification by him of 
the act of the sheriff. 
The question of ratification was not touched upon in the 
judgment in Jarmain v. Hooper, and the case was decided upon 
the ground already stated, that the direction of the creditor’s 
solicitor to the sheriff was within the scope of the solicitor’s 
authority, and so was to be treated as the direction of the 
creditor. But in Childers v. Wooler (2 E. & E. 287) a different 
view was taken of the effect of the solicitor’s intervention, and, 
in order to get rid of the authority of Jarmain v. Hooper—a 
decision of the Court of Common Pleas—the majority of the 
Queen’s Bench treated it as having been determined on the 
ground of ratification. With reference to the authority of the 
solicitor, they held that he was under no obligation to the 
sheriff to furnish him with information as to the residence 
of the execution debtor, and that his indorsement on 
the writ was not a direction to the sheriff given on 
behalf of the execution creditor, but a mere statement 
by the solicitor for the purpose of affording information to the 
sheriff, leaving the sheriff to his own discretion as to how he 
would act. Previously to Childers v. Wooler, a decision in 
accordance with the true meaning of Jarmain v. Hooper had 
been given in Rowles v. Senior (8 Q. B. 677). 
This difference of opinion was settled by Smith v. Keal (9 Q.B. 
D. 340), where the Court of Appeal recognized the correctness 
of Jariaain v. Hooper to the extent, at least, of the actual cir- 
cumstances of that case. As already stated, the information 
given by the execution creditor’s solicitor was in the form of 
the Ordinary indorsement on the writ, and such indorsement it 
is within the scope of tie solicitor’s authority to make ; but the 
— or is mor J titted in giving any further information to 
guide the sherifi in the performance of his duty. Hence, where 
the solicitor's Manapine-cictk pave Verbal information as to the 
goods which the sheriff ought to seize, this was held not to be 
a direction for which the client could be held responsible. ‘‘ We 
should be wrong,” said Jesszx, M.R., “in extending the scope 
of the solicitor’s authority to giving verbal instructions to the 
sheriff, either himself or by his clerk.” And Livptey, L.J., said, 
“Tt is not within a solicitor’s authority to tell the sheriff how 
to perform his duty. It is the sheriff's business to find out what 
goods to seize, and if he seizes the goods of the wrong person 
such person has his remedy against the sheriff; but upon what 




















se responsible for the incorrect information given to the 
iff. But to bring this principle into play it is necessary 


principle can the innocent execution creditor be made liable?” 
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In the judgment in Smith v. Keal no notice seems to have 

















tin 
ad : been taken of Childers v. Wooler, but that case was considered in 
that Morris v. Salberg (37 W. R. 469, 22 Q. B. D. 614), and the in- 
l in- térpretation given therein to Jarmain v. Hooper declared to be 
“tiie untenable. The rule was again laid down that the execution 
irec- " creditor is liable for a wrongful seizure made in consequence of 
an Lass ae neous indorsement 3 his solicitor on the writ. The 
’ wrongful seizure must, however, be the direct co uence of 
= the indorsement; in other words, the sheriff in Soliee the 
pon seizure must have been induced thereto by the indorsement. If 
alts, this is not the immediate inducement, then the execution credi- 
y to tor is not liable. In the case of Hewitt v. Spiers § Pond 
ired 9 (Limited), decided recently by the Court of Appeal, it appeared 
iter, 7 , that the execution creditor’s solicitors had indorsed an erroneous 
1 & | address on the writ. hen the sheriff was about to levy the 
the \error was pointed out to him, and he desisted. Subsequently 
our | the solicitors received information from a clerk of the execution 
ing | creditors’ that the address was correct, and in consequence of a 
on- letter written by the solicitors the sheriff proceeded to levy. 
the The address given was, in fact, erroneous, and upon these cir- 
an cumstances the question arese whether the execution creditors 
pal. were liable to the owner of the goods. Upon the principles laid 
the down in Smith v. Keal and Jarmain v. Hooper, the Court of 
in Appeal had no hesitation in deciding that they were not liable. 
ent Admitting that the creditor is liable for the consequences of his 
ink solicitor’s indorsement on the writ, yet here the wrongful seizure 
he was not the consequence of the indorsement. Upon the in- 
ally dorsement no seizure was made. The seizure was the conse- 
it, quence of the letter written by the solicitors upon the informa- 
2PH tion of the clerk; but the clerk — being merely employed in the 
Ler, , accountant’s office of the execution cr rs’ business, 
ed: ‘ authority to give the information, and there being thus no 
his ' + actual direction by them, their solicitors had no authority to 
of ‘ write the letter. In Smith v. Keal JessEL, M-K., showed a 
decided reluctance to extend unnecessarily the liability of the 
the dient, and, as above stated, he fixed the limit at the indorse- 
ana ment on the writ. In the present case the letter written by the 
le solicitors was no more than a confirmation of the indorsement, 
we and the result, therefore, shews how strictly this limit is to be 
the adhered to. red 
ent seoinn-enectinn orden ener 
nd, 
—8 RECENT DECISIONS ON COUNTY COURT JURIS- 
~ DICTION AND PRACTICE. 
= Durie the legal year that has just expired, rather less than the 
he average number of decisions affecting the county courts have 
all been pronounced. To these, in accordance with our annual 
pre custom, we propose now briefly to call attention, commencing 
on with those cases which specially concern the jurisdiction and 
ant powers of the county courts. 
he Two cases must first be noticed under section 60 of the 
he County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 48), which gives 
in the county courts jurisdiction to try “any action in which 
ad — the title to any corporeal _or incorporeal hereditaments shall 
f come in question where neither the value of the lands, tene- 
B. a ments, or hereditaments in dispute, nor the rent payable in 
= respect thereof, shall exceed the sum of fifty pounds by the 
me | year; or, in case of an copmment_o¢_Hicanep, where neither 
the value nor reserved rent of the lands, tenements, or heredita- 
of ments, in respect of which the easement or licence is claimed, or 
Tt | on, through, over, or under which such easement or licence is 
o claimed, shall exceed the sum of fifty pounds by the year.” In 
to Howarth v. Sutcliffe (44 W. R. 38 C. A.; 1895, 2Q B. 358) it 
4 was held that an action brought by the owner in fee of land of 
we & greater annual value than £50, for interference with a disputed 
ns peemeel fo 5 Sow et vere through a pipe lying in the defend- 
re ant’s land, could not be brought in the county court, since it 
. involved proof of the plaintiff of his title to a “hereditament” 
- within the meaning of the above section. On the other hand, 
j in Bassano v. Bradley (44 W. R. 576; 1896, 1 Q. B. 645), where 
red the plaintiffs sought to recover in the county court arrears of a 
fi rent-charge of £10 a year issuing out of lands of greater annual 
. £50, it was held that the title which came in question 
t ) Was the title to the rent-charge, not the title to the /and, and that 












the county court possessed jurisdiction under the above-named ) 


section, as the prescribed limit of value of the “ hereditament”’ 
in dispute had not been exceeded. 

The jurisdiction of the county courts in interpleader mat- 
ters was involved in Greatorex v. Shackle (44 W. R. 47; 
1895, 2 Q. B. 249), which was a case where independent 
claims for commission on the sale of the same pro 
were made against the same person by two different 
of auctioneers. It was there held that as the two claims 
in question were not opposing or conflicting, they could not 
be made the subject of an interpleader order. In this con- 
nection reference may suitably be made to Re Graydon, Ex parte 
Oficial Receiver (44 W. R. 495; 1896, 1 Q. B. 417), where it 
was held that the decision of a county court judge upon an 
interpleader issue between a bankrupt and his trustee, remitted 
> te rom _ High Oourt, that certain ee paid to the 

rupt, under an agreement, are “perso: i 
estops the trustee from subsequently contending in the High 
Court, when further sums become due under the same agree- 
ment, that they are not in the nature of personal earnings. 

In Carter v. Rigby ay W. R. 566) the power of the coun’ 
court with regard to the joinder of parties to an action as plaintiffs 
was in iesue. There, in an action brought in the county court 
under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 42), the 

rsonal representatives of fifty deceased miners, who were 
an in consequence of the flooding of a mine, were joined 
as plaintiffs. It was held, on the authority of Smurthwaite v. 
Hannay (43 W. R. 118; 1894, A. C. 494), that, notwithstanding 
ord. 3, r. 1, and ord. 44, rr. 18, 19, of the County Court Rules, 
1889, the plaintiffs, having separate causes of action, could not 
properly be joined in one action. As to this, reference should 
be made to the new County Court Rules which we publish 
elsewhere. 

The Admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts has given 
rise to one decision which merits notice. In Zhe Gas Float 
Whitton (44 W. R. 268; 1896, P. 42 OC. A:) the plaintiffs 
claimed a salvage award for services rendered to an iron 
gas float (boat-shaped and containing gas which supplied 
the light raised above it) cast adrift in the tidal waters of 
the Upper Humber. It was held that the gas float was not 
a “wreck” within the meaning of sections 2 and 458 and 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 120), of 
could not be the subject of salvage. It appears from this case 
that the subjects or objects in respect of the saving of which the 
High Court of Admiralty has jurisdiction by the common law, 
are confined toa ship, her apparel, her cargo, including flotsam, 
jetsam, and lagan, or the wreck of them, and to freight in 
danger and saved by reason of the saving of the ship and 
cargo; and the subjects or objects of salvage are not by 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 120), or by 
the County Courts Admiral ty Jurisdiction Act, 1868 (31 & 32 
Vict. c. 71), with the sole exception that the saving of lives of 

ns in danger from being on board ship have been added 
to the lists of such subjects or objects. 

In D’Errico v. Samuel (44 W. R. 356, O. A.; 1896, 1 Q. B. 
163) the derivative jurisdiction of the county courts was in ques- 
tion. It was there held that, where an order is made under 
section 66 of the County Oourts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. o, 43), 
remitting an action to the county court, the action does not lea 
the High Court until the plaintiff has lodged the-original writ 

’ it) oun’ col) ite 






and ti6 order T the of th C : ? con- 
equent. sen done, the High Cour fain 
ju diction to Make alr iiice) wCutory ord } n t ct1on. 


décision fully accords with what was determined in Welply v. 
Buhl (26 W. R. 300, 3 Q. B. D. 80, 253), in construing the corre- 
sponding section (section 10) of the County Oourts Act, 1867 (30 
& 31 Vict. c. 142), now repealed. One case affecting the juris- 
diction of the county courts under a special statute—ie., the 
Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 139), s. 41, must 
now be noticed—namely, Bassano v. Bradley y  (oupra). It was 
there held that an action by trustees of a ty to recover 
arrears of a rent- of £10 a year, issuing out of the 
defendant’s land, was not “‘ proceedings under this Act” within 
the meaning of the enactment above referred to. dicate 


Two cases affecting county court o determined 
¥ he eadee. ie Watson v. White (44 





en a 
. R, 525; 1896, 2 Q. B. 9) it was held that section 49 of the 
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Oounty Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which provides a 
remedy in case of the high bailiff neglecting to levy execution, 
does not relieve him from liability to an action for damages for 
failure to perform his statutory duty, in the same manner as the 


_” sheriff of a county is liable to be sued under like circumstances. 


—s 


- 


“ ‘took out in satisfaction of his cause of action. 


In Denny v. Bennett (44 W. R. 333) it was held that the defence 
afforded to a county court bailiff by section 54 of the County 
Courts Act—I888 (51-& 5 Vict. c. 43), Being a statutory defence, 
notice thereof must_be given by him, as provided by the County 
Oourt Rules, 1889, ord, 10, rr, 10, 184, if he intends to rely on 


the section as a defence to an action against him. 

6 éat from the county court to the High Court 
has given rise to one decision which must now be noticed— 
namely, Smith v. Gill (44 W. R. 574). It was there held that 
the absolute right of appeal given by section 120 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43) in actions of contract and 
tort, where the debt or damage claimed exceeds £20, extends to 
cases where the defendant’s counter-claim exceeds £20, although 
thé claim of the plaintiff be below that amount. 

The remaining cases to be noticed all relate to the important 
subject of costs. They are five in number, and deal with ques- 
tions of some interest and complexity. In Hassell v. Stanley (44 
W. R. 405) it was held that costs incurred in the High Court 
cannot be set off against costs incurred in the county court, 
although the proceedings are between the same parties. In 
view of the decision previously given in Ldwards v. Hope (33 
W. R. 672, 14 Q. B. D. 922), no other conclusion could con- 
sistently have been arrived at. In Howarth v. Sutcliffe (supra) 
the facts were as follows—namely: An action was brought in 
the High Court by the owner in fee of land, exceeding £50 
annual value, for interference with a water easement claimed 
by him over the defendant’s land. The defendant denied 
the plaintiff's title but paid £2 into court, which the plaintiff 
It was held that, 
as the plaintiff could not have succeeded without proving his 
title to the easement, the action could not have been brought in 


i, the county court, and he was therefore entitled to his High 


Court costs of the action. 

Two cases with regard to the ¢aration of costs now require to 
be mentioned—namely, Pain v. Bowden (44 W. R. Dig. 46), 
which decides that in the taxation of an administrator’s costs 
in an administration action, as between solicitor and client, the 

i of the county court can take into consideration the fact 
of the insolvency of the estate as one of the ‘ other circumstances” 
referred to in ord. 50 (a), r. 20, of the County Court Rules, 
1889 ; and Atkinson v. Mayor of Carlisle (44 W. R. Dig. 46), 
where it was held that in the taxation of costs in a county court 
on the higher scale, the special item No. 86, which may be 
allowed by order of the judge to counsel where there is no local 
bar in, or within twenty miles of, the court town, can only be 
allowed once in the same case, although the counsel engaged may 
have been present in court on more than one occasion. A case 
concerning the costs of a remitted action—namely Cubison v. 
Mayo (44 W. R. 473; 1896, 1 Q, B, 246 C. A.)—will fitly con- 
clude this article. It decides that the provision of section 18 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 43), which pre- 
vents the recovery by a solicitor from his client of costs incurred 
in a county court unless they have been allowed on taxation, 
relates only to cases in which an application is made for taxa- 
tion, and that, where an action in the High Court has been 
remitted to the county court, the above-mentioned enactment 
does not affect a solicitor’s right to recover the costs incurred in 
pe High Court prior to the making of the order remitting the 

on. 








It is stated that a committee has been appointed by the Council of the 
Bar to ascertain and report whether it is desirable and practicable to 
establish a club or institution for the use of members of the Bar. 

The Lord Chancellor presided over a meeting of the Rule Oom- 
mittee, held at the House of Lords on the afternoon of the 19th inst., 
for the purpose of considering further the draft scheme of the 
revised and consolidated rules of the Supreme Court, this being the 
second meeting for the ee. The members of the committee present, 
in addition to the Lord Chancellor, were the Lord Chief Justice (Lord Rus- 
sell), Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice Smith, Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Jus- 
tice Charles, the Solicitor-General (Sir Robert Finlay, Q.C., M.P.), Mr. 

, Q.0., M.P., and Mr. J. Addison, president of the Incor- 
porated Law Society. 


REVIEWS. 
NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. 


THe LAw oF NEGOTIABLE SEcuriTies. Six LECTURES DELIVERED 
AT THE REQUEST or THE CoUNCIL oF LEGAL EDUCATION. By 
WILLIAM WILLIS, Q.C. Stevens & Haynes. 


The action of the Council of Legal Education in inaugurating 
public lectures and obtaining for their delivery the services of 
specially qualified men, is having the result of producing some 
eminently readable books. We noticed recently Mr. Birrell’s book 
on the duties and liabilities of trustees, and Mr. Willis’s lectures on 
negotiable securities, though, as might be expected, utterly different 
in style, have the similar merit of absorbing the attention and fixi 
on the mind the fundamental principles of his subject. There ig 
a good deal of human interest in the mode in which Mr, 
Willis addresses his audience. The ordinary text-book is usefal, 
but dull. This volume will be found eminently useful to any 
one who wants to clear his ideas about negotiable securities, but it is 
certainly the reverse of dull. The sound authorities are graphically 
presented, and the judges to whom they are due claim Mr. Willis’s 
warm admiration. But other judges, perhaps equally eminent, were 
wrong, and then the student is told he need not read their decision 
“except for the instruction to be derived from examining the errors 
of great minds.” Another time it is the equity bar and judges who 
come in for their share of genial banter. There has been, it is said, 
a tendency to extend the doctrine of constructive notice into the 
domain of negotiable securities. Constructive notice has been 
allow to impeach the bona fides of a holder. Mr. Willis will have 
none of it. ‘* How our great equity friends,” he says, ‘‘ have lived on 
constructive notice! Strike that doctrine out of their books, and 
what would become of them?” And the importance of fully 
protecting persons who take negotiable securities in the course of 
business is emphatically urged. Both in respect of this matter of 
good faith (p. 19), and elsewhere throughout the book, Mr. Willis 
speaks with the wide experience of a man who understands at once 
the legal and the business aspects of his subject. We may notice, for 
instance, the practical advice he gives at p. 59 with reference to the 
advisability of covering all e transactions with acceptances, 
Lawyers and business-men alike are indebted to Mr. Willis for 
volume by the help of which the Bills of Exchange Act will in future 
become almost pleasant reading. 





THE LAW MAGAZINE, 


Tue Law MAGAZINE AND REVIEW: A QUARTERLY REVIEW 0? 
JURISPRUDENCE, AND QUARTERLY DIGEST OF ALL REPORTED 
CasEs. Edited by Str G. SHERsTON Baker, Bart. November, 
1896. Stevens & Haynes. 


The reader of this number of the Law Magazine will naturally turn 
with some interest to the sketch of the life and character of Mr, 
Justice Maule, which purports to have been written by a contem- 
porary, but its effect is by no means pleasing. It confirms the repu- 
tation of the judge, but it rather takes away the character of the man. 
Current events have evoked articles on International Arbitration and 
on Extradition. In the former Sir Travers Twiss shews that inter- 
national arbitration is of respectable antiquity by recalling Henry 
II.’s arbitration between the Kings of Seville and Navarre. In 
characteristic fashion the envoys of those monarchs brought over fit 
champions with their armour and horses to settle by battle any 
dispute of fact. In the article on the dynamite plot and extradition 
it is contended, though surely the contention is academical, that 
between friendly nations extradition does not depend on treaties, 
Mr. John M. Gover’s Current Notes on International Law are, as 
ueual, an interesting feature of the review, and the notes on recent 
cases are carefully done. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Handbook to the Estate Drty (Finance Acts, 1894-1896). A 
Manual of Law and Practice. By ALFRED W. Sowarp, of 
Legacy and Succession Duty Office, Somerset House. Second 
Edition. Revised to date and greatly enlarged. Waterlow & Sons 
(Limited). 

The Law of the Motor Car and the Statutes affecting the Same 
With an Appendix containing the Board of Trade Regulations, 
together with chapters on Negligence, Nuisance, &c., &e. BY 
E. Griwwoop Mzars, Barrister-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 








The Attorney-General will preside at the general mee of the 





ting 
* Benevolent Association, which will be held in the Middle 
+ Temple-hall on Tuesday next, at 4.30. 


Nov. 28, 1896. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have read your observations in last Saturday’s paper upon 
my letter of the 9th inst. with much interest, and agree, for the 
reasons given by you, ‘‘ that for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
settlement estate duy is payable, we are of necessity forced to take 
into account the state of facts existing at the death of the testator.” 
But in the example given at the poe. he fog of your remarks, it seems 
to me you apply exactly the opposite principle—that is, you do not 
take into account the state of facts existing at the death of the testa- 
tor. If your contention be correct that ‘‘the share, or rather such 

of it as can in any event pass to a daughter, is liable to settle- 
ment estate duty,” then in case of the death of a testator who has given 
his property to such of his children as attain twenty-one, or being 
daughters marry, and has settled his daughters’ shares, leaving six 
sons and one daughter, all of whom are infants, settlement estate 
duty would be payable in respect of the whole of the testator’s 
estate, which seems to me to be a somewhat startling proposition, 
and manifestly most inequitable. A. B. C. 
Nov. 24. 
[See observations under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Ep. S. J.] 





STAMP ON STATUTORY RECEIPT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Apart from any exemption contained in the special Act, is 
not the receipt exempt from duty by virtue of exemption No. (11) in 
the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1891, under the heading ‘‘ Receipt ” ? 

The following words indorsed upon a mortgage have been held, 
upon adjudication, to be exempt from duty :— 

**T hereby acknowledge that I have this day received from C. D. 
all principal moneys and interest secured by, and all claims under, 
within-written indenture.” C. H. P. 

Nov. 23. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE COUNTY COURT RULES (DECEMBER) 1896. 

[Memorandum.—The annexed Rules are adapted from those 
recently passed for the High Court. ] 

These Rules may be cited as the County Court Rules, December, 
1896, or each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of the County 
Court Rules, 1889, and had been numbered therein by the number 
of the Order and Rule placed in the margin opposite each of these 
Rules [printed below in italics]. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules shall 
mean the Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 
1889. 

These Rules shall be read and construed as if they were contained 
in the County Court Rules, 1889. 

Where any Rule hereby annulled is referred to in any of the 
County Court Rules, 1889, or in any subsequent County Court Rules, 
the reference to such Rule shall be construed as referring to the Rule 
hereby prescribed to be used in lieu thereof. 


Order ITI., Parties. 


Order III., Rule 1, is hereby annulled, and the following Rule 
shall stand in lieu thereof : 

Ord. IIT., rule la.—1. Persons may be joined as plaintiffs who claim 
relief jointly, severally, or in the alternative in respect of the same trans- 
action, where common question of law or fact arises (Conf. R. S. C. Order 
XVI., Rule 1, Oct., 1896).] All persons may be joined in one action as 
plaintiffs in whom any right to relief in respect of or arising out of the 
same transaction or series of transactions is allegedto exist, whether 
jointly, severally, or in the alternative, where, if such persons brought 
saparate actions, any common question of law or fact would arise: 


the Divisional 
Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869. The name of the 
Council was inserted in a su; valuation 

of St. Margaret and St. 
George's Union, as that of the 
Westminster, being the couaty 
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pleader summons is issued. Conf. R.8. C. Order LVII., Rule 16a (May, 
1896).] Where the execution creditor gives notice in due time to 
high bailiff, as directed by Rule 1 of this , that he admits the title 
of the ciaimant to the goods or eS ee 
withdraw from possession, and may apply an order 
him from any action in respect of the seizure and possession of the 
said s and chattels, and the Judge may make any such order as 
may be just and reasonable in respect of the same. Te 
cation shall be made in writing, and intituled in th 
execution, and three clear days’ notice in writing thereof shall be 
given by the high bailiff to the claimant, who may, if he desires it, 
agg ~ yg of the ryan and if pak wage the oe: may, 
in and for the purposes of s' plication, e all such orders as 
to costs as may be just and rate 

3. Amendment of Order XXVII., Rule 2.) The words “Rule 1 of 
thie Order” shall be substituted for the words “the last preceding 
ee a shard Harington 

e, i iy: a - Btonor, Ri i . 

William L. Selfe, and William Oacil Smyly, being Judges of County 
Courts, appointed to frame Rules and Orders for ing the 
practice of the Courts and forms of ngs therein, having, by 
virtue of the powers vested in us in behalf, framed the 
Rules and Orders, do hereby certify the same under our hands an 
submit them to the Lord Chancellor accordingly. 


[ 


Approved 
(Signed) 


JOSEPH ADDISON. 


I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the first day 
of December, 1296. 
The 19th day of November, 1896. 

(Signed) Harspoury, C. 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 

Orper or Court. 

Thursday, the 19th day of November, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 

SCHEDULE. 

Mr. Justice Nortu (1896—N—No. 1, 233). 
In re The Narborough & Enderby Granite Quarries Company, Limited 
Alexander Grant Meek v The Narborough & Enderby Granite Quarries 
Company, Limited Haussvry, OC, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 





—_— 


Court of Appeal. 7 
COUNTY COUNCIL OF MIDDLESEX ». COMMITTEE OF 
ST. GEORGE'S UNION. No.1. 20th Nov. 


Poor Rars—Exemprions—County Counor, Orrices—Usss ror ADMINIS- 


TRATIVE PunPoses—Jornt Occupation wirH Quarrer Szssrons. 


Thi by the Middlesex County Council from a decision of 
ese 0 (Gave and Wille, 93°) on a case stated under the 


Middlesex 
list of the united 


Provided that if upon the application of any defendant it shall surveyor, vaults rooms caretaker 
appear that such joinder shall embarrass or delay the trial, the Jud paca y x building as po ipook by ong > County Meet yd 
may order separate trials, or make such other order as may be administrative purposes as from purposes.”” The 
expedient. And judgment may be given for such one or more of the | county council were assessed in of their ——. of 4 
plaintiffs as may be fonnd to be entitled to relief, for such relief as | premises at £225 gross and £188 value. Parts of the 
he or they may be entitled to, without any amendment. But the | were used exclusively by the quarter that the courts were 


defendant, though unsuccessful, shall be entitled to any extra costs 
occasioned by s> joining any person who shall not be found entitled 


occasionally used by the county council 
cations for muegic and dancing licences. 





; in di i ; ively by the county 
f rnp unless the Court, in disposing of the costs, shall otherwise of t = who wena Sao o a a council, 
Order XXVEI., Teterplender. De rebnat Coet Laid that thocpeste of the Soin tor 
’ 


Ord. XX VII., rule 1b.—2. Power to make order protecting high bailiff | the administrative purposes of 
rating, and that as to such parts of the premises as were used 


Jrom action by claimant where execution creditor admits claim before inter- ' 
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occu must be apportioned, and that so far as they were occupied 
by the county council they were rateable. The county council appealed, 
and it was contended on their behalf that no part of the building was 
rateable. The building was mainly used for judicial or Crown purposes. 
The administrative duties of the county council were those which were 
formerly performed by justices in quarter sessions. Certain parts of the 
premises could not be picked out and held to be rateable. The following 
cases were cited: Hodgson v. Carlisle Local Board (8 E. & B. 116), Com- 
missioners of River Tone v. Ash (10 B. & C. 349), Reg. v. Justices of Worcester- 
shire (11 A. & E. 57), Nicholson v. Assessment Committee of Holborn Union (18 
Q. B. D. 161), Coomber v. Justices of Berks (9 App. Cas. 61), Martin v. 
Assessment Committee of West Derby (11 Q. B.D. 145), Pearson v. Assessment 
Committee of Holborn Union (1893, 1 Q. B. 389), Greig v. University of Edin- 
burgh (L. R.1 H. L. Sc 348) Mersey Docks v. Cameron (11 H. L. C. 443). 
Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., Lorgs and Ricry, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
a . 
Esuzr, M.R., said that the county council were described in the 
valuation list as occupiers of the premises in question. No point was 
raised by the case as to whether the county council were rightly put in 
the list as occupiers, and the question raised by the case was whether the 
county council could be rated in respect of certain parts, but not the 
whole, of the building. The whole building was in the occupation of the 
county council, but a part of the building was used exclusively by the 
justices for the purposes of the judicial side of their jurisdiction as justices 
in quarter sessions. Other parts were used by the justices when per- 
forming their administrative functions, and by the county council. Other 
parts were not used by the justices at all, but by the county council in 
carrying out the duties entrusted to them by Parliament. The parts of 
the building in respect of which the county council’s name was inserted 
in the valuation list were the parts used by the county council jointly 
with the justices and the part used exclusively by the county council. It 
was contended that no part of the building was rateable, because it was 
said that the whole building was used for ‘“‘ public purposes.’ In his 
lordship’s opinion that contention was contrary to several cases on the Court 
of A and the House of Lords. The purposes for which the county 
council used their part of the building were no doubt ‘‘ public purposes,’ 
but they were not ‘‘ Crown”’ purposes within the definition given in the 
House of Lerds in The Mersey Docks v. Cameron (11 H. L. C. 443), in which 
a distinction was drawn between ‘‘ public’? and ‘‘ Crown” purposes. 
** Crown ’’ purposes were no doubt ‘‘ public,’’ but they were something 
more. There was clear authority in that case that the parts of the 
building used exclusively by the county council were not exempt from 
rating. As to the point used jointly with the justices, there might have 
— some question if that part had been used by the justices for judicial 
purposes, but the part was used by the justices not for judicial but for 
) administrative purposes, and that being so, there was no exemption in 
) respect of that part of the building. The decision of the Divisional Court 
» was perfectly right, and the appeal must be dismissed. 
Lorgs and Linpiey, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed. —Covunsz1,, 
Danckwerts ; Bosanquet, Q.C., and Ryde. Soxscrrors, R. Nicholson; W. J. 
Fraser. 


/ SIMS v. TROLLOPE & SONS. No.1. 18th Nov. 


Bn. or Sare—Compurance with Sratvrory Form—Dzsscrirtion or 
Arrzstinc Wirness—Bii1s or Sate Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), 
8. 9. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Grantham, J., on the trial of 
an interpleader issue between the holder of a bill of sale and an execution 
creditor of the grantor. The learned judge held that the bill of sale was 
void for not being in accordance with the statutory form, in that the attes- 
tation clause did not contain a description of the attesting witness. The 
holder of the bill of sale peg and it was argued on his behalf that, 
aa the attesting witness had no business or occupation, it was sufficient to 
give his name and address. ‘‘ Description’’ in the statutory form meant 
description of occupation, it could not mean personal or physical descrip- 
tion. It would be merely idle to insert such an expression as “ gentle- 
man” or “ person of no occupation,’’ which would only convey the same 
meaning as was conveyed by giving no description at all. The case 
> A heer Young, Re Symonds (28 W, R. 924, 42 L. T. N. S. 744) was 
cited. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R, and Lops and Ricry, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esner, M.R., said it seemed to him a dreadful thing that the 
objection which had been taken to this bill of sale should prevail so as to 
render void a bond fide transaction. But this conclusion was the necessary 
consequence ofthe decision of this court in the two cases of Parsons v. 
Brand and Coulson v. Dickson (38 W.R. 388, 25 Q. B. D. 110). The case 
of Ez parte Young, Re Symonds did not help the appellant ; for that was 
under the earlier Act of 1854, which required a ‘‘ description of occu- 
pation.’’ The present Act spoke of ‘‘ description,’’ which must be taken 
to include something else, as, for instance, a man’s addition in the legal 
sense of that term. 

Lorzs, L.J., said they were bound to obey the Act of Parliament, which 
was imperative in its terms and required the name, address, and descrip- 
tion of the attesting witness to be given. He thought that description 
meant profession, trade, or occupation, or, if there was no occupation, 
style. Ifthe matter were res integra, he should have come to the same 
conclusion on the Act of Parliament. 

Riexy, L.J., concurred.—Covunsst, Jelf, Q.C., and Clavell Salter; Mar- 
chant. Lictrors, Alfred Slater ; Trollope § Winckworth. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucesr, Barrister-at-Law. } 


[Reported by F. 0. Rostysoyx, Barrister-at-Law. | 





FOXWELL rv. VAN GRUTTEN. No. 2. 18th Nov. 


Practice—Action ror Recovery or Lanon—Recetver—Jvaispicrion— 
Supreme Covrr or Jupicatcre Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 66), 8. 25, 
SUB-SECTION 8. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., who had appointed 

a receiver of the rents and profits of certain estates in Cornwall until the 

frial of the action or further order on the motion of the plaintiffs in an 

ejectment action. The defendant had been in possession of the estates 
since the death of the last owner in June, 1894, as his heir-at-law. On 
the death of the former owner there had been what was judicially 
described as a ‘‘scramble’’ for the estates. The plaintiffs had brought 
another ejectment action against the same defendant with reference to 
other estates, and had got a decision of the Court of Appeal in their 
favour with re 
defendant with regard to another estate. Cross-appeals to the House of 

Lords from these decisions are now pending. The plaintiffs admitted that 

the decision of the Court of Appeal in their favour did not help them in 

their present contention. It was also admitted that the defendant was not 
wasting the property in any sense. Kekewich, J., said that he had juris- 
diction to make the order for the appointment of a receiver by virtue of 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873. s. 25, sub-section 8, and this 
was acase where such an order would be ‘‘just or convenient.’’ The 
defendant appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russert or Kritowen, C.J., Linptey and A. L. 

Sarru, L.JJ.) affirmed Kekewich, J., on the question of jurisdiction, and 

reversed him on the facts of the case. 


Lord Russett, O.J., said that the appeal should be allowed. No 
question arose as to the jurisdiction of the court to make the order. It 


could only be done under section 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and it 
gave a large discretion to the judge, which discretion must be exercised 
judicially. This case came pretty close to the line. His lordship would 
be slow to interfere with that discretion unless he felt strongly that it had 
not been judicially exercised. (His lordship then reviewed the facts and 
came to the conclusion that it would not be ‘‘just or convenient’ to 
continue the appointment of the receiver.) 

LINDLEY ye A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal allowed. Costs 
in the Court of Appeal and in the court below to be the defendant’s in 
the action.—CounseL, Warrington, Q.C., and Boome (Haldane, Q.C., with 
them) ; Renshaw, Q.C., and Mark Romer. Soxicrrors, Collyer-Bristow, 
Russell, Hili §& Co. ; Robbins, Billing, § Co., for James Clarke, Preston. 

[Reported by W. Saaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re STEWART, KEOWN BOYD v. GILMOUR. No. 2. 24th Nov. 


Marrrep Woman—Restraint. on ANTICIPATION—REMOVAL oF REsTRAINT— 
Brypinc Marrrep Woman’s Intgrest In Propsrty spy ORDER WITH 
HER ConsENT—‘‘ WHERE IT APPEARS TO THE CoURT TO BE FOR HER 
BENEFIT’’—CONVEYANCING AND Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vicr. c. 41), s. 39. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J., at chambers, refusing 
to make an order for payment, out of the fund subject to a restraint on 
anticipation, of a sum which the creditors of the married woman’s 
husband (who was insolvent) had agreed to accept in full satisfaction of 
their claim on the fund. The facts are sufficiently stated in the judgment 
of the Lord Chief Justice. 

Tue Court (Lord Russert or Kittowen, C.J., and Linpiey and A. L 
Sarru, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Russet or Kitiowen, C.J., said:—The court thinks this is a 
scheme which they may approve of, and which they have power to approve 
of within the 39th section of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
1881. This is the case of a lady who, as matters now stand, is burdened 
with «lebts—part of them validly secured on the interest she has under 
her marriage settlement and her husband’s will—to the extent altogether 
of £4,071, about £3,000 of which is secured, leaving about £1,070 
unsecured. The lady’s present income is something like £203 a year. 


The property in which she has an interest under her husband’s will is Z 


valued at £20,000, but she has only a life interest. It now turns out that 
in the consideration of her husband’s affairs—he is insolvent—his interest 
in that fund was overlooked. His creditors have a right to take his interest, 
and the lady, having only a life interest, cannot in any way deal with the 
corpus of the property. It appears, however, that these creditors are 
willing to take an agreed sum of money down in satisfaction of their 
claim. The result, it this scheme were carried out, would be that the 
lady would have an ultimate balance of £4,300, which, if invested at 
3} per cent. would bring in about £160 a year, as against £203, which is 
her present income. The scheme would, however, have this great ad- 
vantage, that it would put an end to the interest of these creditors in the 
trust fund, so that the lady would be a free woman. On the whole, we 
think that the echeme would be beneficial to her. The property must be 
settled to her use for her life, with a power of appointing by deed or will 
among her children. 

Linpiey and A. L. Sara, L.JJ , concurred. —Counset, 0. Leigh Clare; 
R. J. Parker. Sottcrrons, Busk § Mellor. 

{Reported by R. C. Macxenzin, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re STREATHAM AND GENERAL ESTATES CO. (LIM.). 


Chitty, J. 
19th Nov. 


Company —DenentuRes—UNcALLep CaprraL—Properry. 
Summons. By the memorandum and articles of the company it was 


gard to one estate, and the decision was in favour of the < 
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ee 
i y provided that the company might borrow money on debentures 
upon any of the company’s property, both present and future, 
jncluding its uncalled capital. Debentures were issued by which the 
: company charged as security for the“toney due on such debentures “ its 
undertaking and all its property whatsoever and wheresoever present and 





noted fature.’’ Shortly after the issue of these debentures the company went 
the into liquidation. The only assets in the hands of the liquidator were 
} an wpaid calls got in during the liquidation. The question was whether the 
ates ; words of the charge in the debentures were sufficient to include in the 
On security the uncalled capital. 
ally Currry, J.—The company had power to charge its uncalled capital, 
ight t nd the question is whether the company has exercised that power to its 
e to fallest extent. [His lordship read the charge in the debentures.] The 
heir 2 tam ‘‘ property ’’ in similar cases has been much discussed. The leading 
the ¢ ease on the question is that of Ez parte Stanley (12 W. R. 894, 4 De G. J. 
e of &8.), afterwards approved by the Privy Council in Bank of South Australia 
that y, Abrahams (23 W. RB. 668, L. R. 6 P. 0. 265), where the judgment was 
2 in delivered by James, L.J., and the same case was recently approved in 
not Newton v. Anglo-Australian Investment $c., Co. (43 W. R. 401; 1895, A. C. 
ris- 94). In Bx parte Stanley there was power to charge ‘‘the property or 
e of funds’? of the company, and there seemed to be no doubt that the 
this property charged was not confined to the property existing at the time 
The when the charge was created. James, L.J., said, in a often 
quoted, that unpaid calls ‘‘ are property, not of the society immediately, 
L. but which may be called up by the directors of the society at their discre- 
and tion.’’ Of course, the addition of other words, such as “‘assets’’ or any 
; other apt and proper words, or the context may be sufficient to enlarge the 
No of the company or extend the meaning of a term. The question in 
It present case is whether there are sufficient words to extend the mean- 
d it ing of the word “‘ property.’’ When it is borne in mind that, according 
ised tothe decision of Jessel, M.R., in Re Colonial Trust Corporation (15 C. D. 
uld 45), the word “property” in the debentures would include all that 
had existed as property of the company down to the commencement of the 
and winding up, it would be a strange thing to hold that the meaning of the 
to word ‘‘ property ’’ should be further extended merely because the words 
of the instrument were “‘ present and future property ’’—to do so would 
sts be altering the meaning of the word ‘“‘property.”’ The use of the word 
} in “future’’ does not add anything tothe meaning of the word “‘ property.”’ 
rith The debentures, therefore, at the date of their issue did not include the 
ow, mealled capital got in by the liquidator.—OCounssi, R. W. Moore; Peter- 
wn; Rowden. Soutcrrors, C. H. 7. Wharton; J. D. Arthur; H. C. 
Godfray. 
[Reported by Ratecu B. Paitirorts, [Bar 2 ster-at-Law. } 
=e PATTLE v. HORNIBROOK. Stirling, J. 12th and 2lst Nov. 
ITH Contract—De.ivery as Escrow—Evipence to SuHew no Contract. 
= Action. The question in this case was whether an ment for a lease, 
45 ‘which had been signed by the defendant but hover delivered, shovld be 
; treated as arr ceri i a cond! oF whether there 
ing / no contract at—alt between the 8. e facts were as 
on _ follows: On the ZIst of September, 1895, Brown, a clerk of a house agent 
in’s ‘ in whoce hands the defendant had placed a leasehold house to procure a 
| of tenant, wrote to the defendant that he had a bond fide offer for the house, 
ent and asking for information as to what he was to say. The name of the 
tenant was not mentioned. On the 23rd of September the plaintiff told 
L his solicitors, Messrs. Nisbet & Co., of the offer, and he would 
a meeting between them and the proposed tenant. He afterwards 
8a saw Brown, and directed him to arrange the meeting. On the 24th the 


ove plaintiff, her brother, and Brown called at Messrs. Nisbet’s. An agree- 

ct, j ment which had been prepared was shewn to them, and signed by the 

ed | tiff. The ent was then handed to Mr. Nisbet, who stated in 
jer his evidence that it was his invariable custom to tél an intending tenant | 
her of wich occasions that he must satisfy the Iandlord of his responsibility, 

70 h he could not recollect what ha particular interview. 

ar. The signed document remained with Mr. Nisbet, and was subsequently 

lis Z brought to the defendant by Brown. The defendant, according to his 
hat evidence, said that he demurred when he saw that the tenant was to be a 
est | lady, and that he signed without intending to let the property. He kept 
at, the signed document in his own possession. The next morning he went to 
the the house agents, where he saw the plaintiff’s brother. There was some 
are discrepancy us to what took place at this interview. The defendant, how- 
eir ever, in the course of it asked whether two directors of the Lighting Cor- 
the poration would not join as security, and two names were written down 
| is 

d-| | 











a piece of paper. The defendant then went on and handed the agree- 
ment and piece of paper to Mr. Nisbet, telling him he was not to com- 
plete till he had the names joined as security. There was subsequently 


negotiations and granted a lease of the house to another person. The 
plaintiff then brought an action claiming specific performance or damages. 
Atthe trial damages only were sought. 

Snauic, J., stated the facts, and continued :—The general law that 
evidence may be given to shew that there is no agreement between the 
_* laid down in Pym v. Campbell (4 W. R. 528,6 E. & B. 370). 

authorities for the same proposition are Gudgen v. Besset (5 W. R. 

41,6 E. & B. 986) and Furness v. Meck (6 W. R. Dig., 27 L. J. Exch. 34). 
It is said, however, that fhe doctrine thus stated does not apply here, 
the defendant has pleaded that he delivered the paper as an escrow 

| @ acondition ; and that this condition is inconsistent with the written 
4j it—viz., that the plaintiff and two other persons not named should 

F be joint lessees, and not the plaintiff alone. The form of pleading is open 

as « 


ill 








to some criticism, but the defence of no contract to me 
According to Pym v. Campbell evidence may 
Was no agreement between the plaintiff and the defendant; and the 








considerable correspondence, and ultimately the defendant broke off | parties 





defendant has satisfied me that he never meant to the plaintiff as 
sole tenant. Secondly, I think the true t and 
his solicitors did was to decline to enter into an on the terms of 


agreement 
the written document, but, at the same time, to make a counter offer which 
was declined. In my judgment there was no contract between the plain- 
tiff and the defendant, and the action must be dismissed.—Counszt, 
Germaine; Graham Hastings, Q.0., and Younger. Soxicrrorns, Rogers, 
Hartley, ¢ Bastard ; Nisbet, Daw, ¢ Nisbet. 
{Reported by J. I. Stmmiise, Barrister-at-Law.] —_ 


/ 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. TOD-HEATLEY. Kekewich, J. 24th Nov. 


Pusnic Hearru (Lonpon) Act, 1891, ss. 2, 13, 35--Novtsawce—Insoncrion 
or Summary Procezprincs—Removat or Rervste—Duvury or Lanpownsr. 


This was an action by the Attorney-General at the relation of the 
united vestry of the parishes of St. Margaret and St. John the Evangelist, 
Westminster, and by the united vestry of the said parishes for an injunc- 
tion (inter alia) to restrain the defendants from allowing or permitting a 
piece of land belonging to them to be in such a state as 
or injurious to health. The land in question was a piece of waste 
vacant land situate in Great Peter-street, Westminster, 
in Sir Henry Brownrigg, one of the defendants, 
for the defendant Tod- ley, but since 
It was alleged that the owner had allo 
land to become very dilapidated, and that 
were in the habit of throwing or depositing upon the land all 
filth, refuse, and o; matter to such an extent 
and to be injurious to health within the 
the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. On 
contended that the vestry was not 
section 5, that the action was properly brought 
Act, that there was a continuing nuisance injurious to health, that as the 
Attorney-General was a party it was no case 
fore, the proper remedy was an injunction. For the defendant it was 
Sos cake usb to been the plaintitts bed a ~ ears ake 

on ought not to as am) power y 
the sabia themed 4 under section 35 of the Act. 


Kexewicu, J., decided that the action was properly ht under 
section 13 of the Act, that there was a nuisance resul! t 
by the public of filth and refuse on the land, and that it was the duty of 
the owner to see that his land was not a nuisance to his In 


the present case, even if the owner we 
would have to exercise unremitting vigilance 
refuse was thrown over, and bearing this in 
sideration the mischievous character of suaiaet te in 
lordship came to the conclusion that in an injunction he would 
be imposing upon the owner a d 
expected to perform. The test for a 
motion for committal, and that was a 
desirable to promote. The vestry had ready to 
removing the refuse and they had at and remedies for that 
under section 35 of the Act; his 
remedies, and, although not in any way in’ 
Brownrigg from his duty, yet, in the exercise 
refused to grant the injunction, but without any order as to costs. 
Counset, Warrington Q.C., and Morton Smith ; Renshaw Q.O., and 
Soxicrrors, J. C. F. Warrington Rogers ; Last § Sons. 

[Reported by R. J. A. Mognisoy, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court--Queen’s Bench Division. 
PERKINS v. COOMBS. Cave, J. 2st Nov. 


Contract—Jvupce Revers Marrers 1x Dispute 10 Rererse—Costs oF 
Taxtnc Up Awarp—Costs or AcTion. 


of January of the present y 
referred to an arbitrator. The arbitrator having made his a Re 
came on for further consideration before his lordship on the 21st inst. to 
decide the question of costs. Counsel for the plaintiff, in 
the facts to his lordship, said the action was brought by a 
at Devonport against Mr. Coombs, ——— 
ae agg in the ee ae a a Poy tte oe 
given, it was a; » at the . 
arbitrator should be Bo pee a eeeiae all matters in J sdt my 4 Sd 
. The plain 

the defendant, who had paid 
still owing amounting to £103 16s. 
was entitled to £73 16s., and he 
for the plaintiff for the amount of 
award, and the costs of the action and 
ment on the award. Counsel for the rege mg 
His client had instructed the plaintiff to a con- 
tracts for him. In round the first came , the 

and the third to £25. The had drawn cheques, generally in respect 
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failed, the plaintiff commenced this action. The defendant in his defence 
that the plaintiff was not justified in setting aside money paid 
ly to the paying off of the first contract only, and bringing his 


? action for the payment of two subsequent contracts which the defendant 


never denied that he would be at a future date liable to pay for in full. 
Oavz, J., in giving judgment, said it was clear from the order he had 
made when the case was sent to a referee that the plaintiff had no right to 
bring an sction for the amount he claimed, as he had acted wrongly in 
eetting aside in payment of a disputed claim’ money paid to his account 
ly, and then see Tone the dispute by bringing an action for 
of the account ere was Y n0 dispute. 
the defendant; together with 
all costs of the action. The defendant ta pay the costs. award and 
the amount of the award; the costs of the one to he oe ne et the 
coats of th other. Under the circumstances the learned judge refused to 
allow the plaintiff the costs of the present application.—Counsr1, FE. U. 
Bullen ; Duke. Soxrscrrons, Park Nelson ¢ Co., for Rundle § Martyn, Devon- 

port ; Coode, Kingdon, $ Cotton, for C. H. Benett, Devonport. 
[Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FRANCIS (Appellant) v. — (Respondent). Div. Court. 14th 
ov. 


Pariiament—Francutse—Otp Lopcsr Cram—Omission or Decrara- 
TION—MisTake—JvunispicTiox or Revistnc Barrister To Correct 
Mistake. 


Case stated on appeal from the court for the revision of the lists of 
voters for the St. George’s division of the Parliamentary borough of the 
Tower Hamlets. Ata court held for the revision of the voters’ lists on 
the 18th and 23rd of September, 1896, it appeared that James Avery and 
James Beavers, and pai, Aig other persons, had been placed by the 
overseers on the old lodger list. At the hearing of the objections herein- 
after mentioned, it was proved to the satisfaction of the revising barrister 
that James Avery and James Beavers were old lodgers, and were on the 
tegister then in force as lodgers in respect of the same qualifications as 
were stated in their claims, that they desired to be entered on the list in 
muon the same lodgings, and that they accordingly sent notices of 

claims to the overseers on the 25th of July, 1896, and the overseers 
accepted such claims, and inserted their names on the old lodger list 
which was duly published by the overseers. It was also proved that the 
claims of James Avery and James Beavers were made on printed forms 
supplied to them by one of the local political agents, and the claim of 
James Avery was in the following form: ‘‘To the Overseers of the 
Parish of St. George-in-the-East. I claim to have my name inserted in 
the list of electors in your parish for'the borough of the Tower Hamlets, St. 
George’s Division, in respect of the qualificationnamed below. . . . I 
hereby declare that I have, during the twelve calendar months imme- 
diately preceding the 15th day of July in this year, occupied as sole 
tenant und resided in the above-mentioned lodgings, and that those 
lodgings are of a yearly value, if let unfurnished, of ten pounds and 
} > wet Such claim was duly signed, dated, and attested, but the 
tion that the claimant was on the register of electors in respect of 
the same lodgings, and desired to have his name inserted in the old lodger 
list—as provided by Form H, No. 2, in the Registration Order, 1895—was 
omitted from the claim. The claim of Beavers was in a similar form in 
all respects. It was also proved that the local agent applied to the head 
political office for forms of lodger claims for the purpose of supplying 
them to Avery and Beavers, but that as his application did not specify 
whether old or new lodger forms were required, the forms sent to him 
were those used for new lodgers, from which the final declaration above 
referred to was omitted, and it was proved that the local agent supplied 
the forms sent to him to the claimants without noticing the omission of 
such declaration, and under the impression that they were in the correct 
form for old lodger claims. No other notices of objectidn were given to 
the claims in question. At the sitting of the court the appel‘ant 
we notice that he objected to the claims, on the ground that 
were bad as old lodger claims by reason of the omission of 
the final declaration, and were bad as new lodger claims by reason 
of their having been delivered to the overseers before the last day of 
July, 1896. These objections were overruled by the revising barrister, who 
was of m that if the claims were to be treated as old lodger 
claims he wer to amend them by inserting the final declaration, as 
he was satisfied on the evidence that the claimants were on the register of 
electors in respect of the same lodgings as they claimed for, and that they 
were desirous of having their names inserted in the old lodger list, and 
intended to claim to be on that list, and, in his opinion, the omission of 
the declaration was caused solely by a mistake on the part of the political 
agents (Ainsley v. Nicholson (24 Q. B. D. 144), Reg. v. McKellar (41 W. R. 
142 ; 1893, 1 Q. B. 121) and he accordingly treated the claims as if they 
had been so amended, and refused to remove the claimants’ names from 
the list. He also held that if he had not the power so to amend them, 
the claims would be good as new lodger claims, as he considered they 
were not invalidated as such by reason of the instructions contained in 
the note to Form H., No. 2, in the Registration Order, 1895, to the effect 
that mew lodger claims are to be sent in after the last day of July, 
having been disregarded, and he thought the case 
Whitwell v. Clerk of the Peace fot the North Riding of Yorkshire (Fox’s Regis- 
tration Cases, vol. 1, p. 152, 1889), as in that case an old lodger claim was 
not forwarded to the overseers in time for publication and was not 
published by them, and also that there was no express provision by Act 
of Parliament as to the time for sending in new lodger claims, as is the 
case with old lodgers under section 22 of 41 & 42 Vict. c. 26. He held 
that the claimants were entitled to be on the lodger list, and he refused 





distinguishable from | 
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to remove them therefrom. In support of the appeal it was not 
that there was no case in which such an amendment had been j 
that the revising barrister had no jurisdiction to make the am 

by inserting the declaration, which is a necessary t of the claim ited: 
Hersant v. Halse (35 W. R. 503, 18 Q. B. D. 412), Jones v. Kent (37 W. 
4 22 Q. B. D. 204), Smith v. Chandler (37 W.R. 351, 22 Q. B. By 


Tue Court (Hawkins, Oave, and Wrarcurt, JJ.), without calling oy 
counsel for the respondent, held that, not only upon the authorities 
referred to by the revising barrister, but apart from such authorities, thy 
revising barrister had clearly jurisdiction to correct the mistake and mak 
the amendment in question. Appeal dismissed.—Counse, S. H. Day 
Raven. Soutscrrors, Lewis § Lewis ; Gasquet § Metcalfe. 4 

[{ Reported by Sir Suzrstow Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.] 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


23rd inst.—Mr. C. W. Williams in the chair. Mr. P. H. Edwarig 
opened a debate on the motion “‘ That it is the duty of England to offe 
her services to the contending parties in Cuba for the purpose of 
and arbitration.’”’ Mr. C. Kaines-Jackson opposed, and the sub: 
speakers were Messrs. R. E. Noble, C. Herbert Smith, H. C. 
A. W. Marks, W. M. C. Burnett, H. E. W. Grant, N. Tebbutt, A. H 
Richardson, and A. M. Begg. On the division which followed the motiog 
was carried by one vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EX AMINATION. : 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) wer 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 5th of Novem. 
ber, 1896. 
Adam, Ernest Addington 
Allen, Charles Royle 


Ansell, John Manley 
Archer, Charles Douglas Ward 


Fraser, Wallace 
Gamlin, Hubert James 
George, William Saville 
Gepp, Henry Hamilton 


Armstrong, Charles Guy Gepp, Nicholas Melvill 
Backhouse, Thomas James Greaves Goffey, Arthur 
Balmer, Arthur Greig, William Fairchild 


Grellet, Ernest Hanscombe 


Barker, John Henry 
Griffith, Godfrey de Gorrequer 


Baster, Philip Wellesley 


Bate, Richard Griffiths, Rhys David 
| Bath, Robert Grundy, Charles Sydney 


Guedella, Florance Montefiore 
Hall, Frederick Ernest 

Hall, John, B.A. 

Harrison, Godfrey Denis 
Harvey, Ernest Gillmore 


Beil, Tom George 

Blake, Charles Henry Benjamin 
Bonsall, Arthur Edward 
Boocock, Herbert 

Boucher, George Herbert 
Bracewell, James Haydon, Richard Evelyn Bethell 
Bradish, Henry Bell Hodgkinson, Francis Austin Lang- 
Brown, Herbert William, B.A. ton 

Bryden, Charles John Hodgson, George Edgar, B.A. 
Bugler, Richard William Hope, John Percival 


Butler, Francis Noél Hunt, John 

Charles, Henry Pendril Jones Ingram, Robert 
Clelland, Alfred James Jackson, Walter Francis 
Cobbett, Henry James Jeffries, Herbert 


Cole, Ebenezer Vincent 
Cole, Sanford Darley 


Jones, John Colenso 
Keeling, Charies 


Collier, Edward Ernest Kent, William John 
Creerar, Alfred Kidgell, John Henry Henshaw 
Crook, on King, William Byatt ; 


Cross, Am Betham 
Crozier, Henry Darley 
Cryer, Thomas Ely Kitching, Arthur 

Davis, David Knight, Moreton Laing 

Dawes, Frank Lamb, John 

Dickson, Vincent Hamilton Landon, Francis Palmer 

Dixon, Ernest Thomas Laughton, Reginald James 

Dorté, Pierre Francois Joseph Laundy, Arthur Philip 

Lees, Arthur 

Lewis, Charles David 

Lewis, Reginald Benjamin Simmons 
Linton, Frederick 

| Ellis, Ernest Haughton Radclyffe, Loseby, Reginald Arthur 


Kingswell, William Henry 
Kirkconnel, Harold 





| B.A. Lowe, Douglas George 
Entwistle, Frederick Lowenthal, Sidney, B.A. 

| Fairfield, James Mabane, Alfred Victor Bs 
Ferguson Ro! McBayne, Francis George Edward — 


McM William Alexander rs 
Manisty, Edward Ashburner, B.A. © 


| Forbes, Walter James Marston, Charles Beale 
| Ford, Francis Walter Marston, Frederic Milward é 
Foster, George Edward Mason, Guy Wilbar fl 
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Mason, John Richard 
Mather, George Palin 
Maunsell, Frederick Baker Langley 
Meaden, Louis 
Millward, Thomas 
Moore, Arthur Harry, B.A. 
Moore, Jobn 
Mourilyan, Walter Edmund Irvine 
Nash, Frank Beddoes 
Nash, Leonard Rupert 
Neale, Charles Goodall 
Neumann, Sydney Christian Theo- 
dore 
Newton, Harold 
Norris, William 
Nuttall, George Ernest 
Oldfield, Norman 
Ord, William Henry 
Peace, Charles Ernest 
Pearson, Thomas Edward 
Peerozshaw, Noshirwan 
Pemberton, Charles Hubert 
Penley, Richard Herbert, B.A. 
Piper, Harry Burt 
Piper, Robert Frederick 
Pleadwell, William Montagu 
Porter, John Copestake 
Purser, Henry 
allace 


Revis, Leonard Henry 

Risdon, Frank 

Robertson, Edwin Fleming 

Robertson, William Woodward, 
B.A. 

Robinson, John Henry Woodford 

Robinson, John James, B.A. 

Rolt, Frederick Alfred 

Rushworth, Albert Lincoln 

Russell, Geoffrey William 

Rump, Frederic 

Sankey, Wilfrid Vincent 


Singleton, Charles ley 
Smith, Clitherow i 

Smith, Herbert George 

Smith, James Robert 

Smith, Percy James 
Stephenson, Harry 

Stone, John Penn 

Stott, John Horaee 

Sugden, James William 
Sutcliffe, Walter Francis 
Sutherland, John James 
Sutton, Francis 

Teek, Henry Comer, B.A. 
Thompson, Henry Doudney 
Thomson, Arthur Ramsay, B.A. 
Thorn, Henry Gilbert Alexander 
Thornhill, Henry Langton 
Thorp, William Tudor Sayce 
Thorpe, Henry 

Tucker, John Michael 

Turner, William Triggs Stevenson 
Turton, Thomas Alfred 

Upton, Archer Mowbray, B.A. 
Vowles, Henry Hayes 

Waller, George Al 

Warburton, Richard Ernest 
Ward, Cecil Wellesley 

Watson, Charles Bailey 
Watson, Reginald Eric 

Wells, Hallifax Vyvyan 
Whiskin, Alfred Edward 
Whittingham, Joseph Parton 
Whittuck, Charles erick 
Williams, Frederick Geo 
Willis, William Gravely Woolston 
Wilson, Joseph Charles 
Winser, Joseph Croydon 





Frivat EXAMINation, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 3rd and 4th of Novem- 


ber, 1896. 


Aarons, Frank Henry 

Aldridge, Percy Sutton 

Andrew, William Stobo 

Ashe, St. George 

Atkins, Arthur Shirley 

Atkins, George James Murray 

Balleine, Francis Edward, B.A. 

Barnes, James 

Bate, Launcelot Brabant 

Baxter, Reginald Truscott, B.A. 

Beesly, Alfred 

Berry, Herbert John 

Besch, John George Quiddington 

Bindloss, William, M.A. 

Blackford, Charles 

Boyce, Reginald John 

Bradbury, Charles Alfred 

Bradley, William James 

Brook, Evan Edwin 

Brown, George Fowler Carrington 

Button, Alick James Sewell 

Bygott, Edward 

Castle, William 

Chilver, Arthur Farquhar, B.A. 

—- Henry Wordaworth, 
A , 


Clogg, William Edgar 
Close, Charles Harold 
Collis, Harry Neild, B.A., LL.B. 
Copland, William Shrubsole 
Cotman, Leonard, B.A. 
Cox, Thomas Allard 
Crabtree, James Fox, B.A. 
Crewe, Charles William 
uncey, Richard 

Davies, Robert (Dolwyddelan) 
Davies, Robert (Carnarvon) 
Dawson, Maurice John 
Dobell, Robert Horace William 
Dodshon, Edwin, LL.B. 
Dowson, Bernard Withers 
ty # Lancelot 

y, William George 
Eastham, Thomas 
Edwards, Martin George 
Ekin B.A. 


Elias, William Pritchard, B.A. 

Farquhar, James Edward Main- 
waring, B.A. 

Field, Arthur Strickland, B.A. 

Francis, Herbert 

Giles, Harry Ross 

Godfree, George Stanley 

Godwin, Walter Palmer, B.A. 

Grotrian, Harold Hunter, B.A. 

— Heywood George, B.A. 


Haigh, Hubert 

Hull-Smith, James 

Hardy, Howard Meredith 
Harford, Andrew Armstrong 
Hargrove, Herbert ‘ 
Havers, Arthur Olaude, B.A. 
Havers, Thomas Gerald 
Heaton, Robert 

Hepton, Herbert Cannington 
Hick, Herbert 

Hill, Herbert Woodroffe 
Hill , Edward Langdale, B.A. 
Hird, James William 
Holdsworth, Charles Stork 


Holt, 
Holt, Law 
Holtby, Thomas 


Huntsman, Edmund 

Hyde, Francis Garmston 
Jacob, John Reginald 

Jones, Harold Vivian 

Jones, John Evans 
Langworthy, Geoffrey Parker 


Layton, George 
es > sen. John Boschetti, 


Le Fleming, Edward Ralph 
Ley, Rowland Howell, B.A. 
Lickorish, Austin Aloysius 
Livsey, George, LL.B. 
Lodge, James William 
Lucas, Samuel 

Marlor, Fred 


Marriott, John id, B.A. 
Mareden, Willies Hence Mills 





Martinez-Danson, Robert John Russell, Robert Stanley 
Mathews, Frederick John Salt, Isaac Harold 
Matthews, Gu Salt, Fosbrooke, B.A. 
Maye, Jeffery Bowden Schroeter, Frank Julius 
Meller, Thomas Schwann, Edward Bagehot 
Mennell, George Henry Percy Bruce 
Metcalfe, Reginald Sharman, Arthur Frank 
Milner, James Henry Shearman, 
Mitchell, John Petty Shimeld, Christopher Wesley 
Moon, Richard Horace Sim) Francis Joseph 
Mordle, Percy her Haig cent, Trey Ser 
Morris, Christopher h, B.A. wayne 
Morrison, Sydney Bruce Percy 
Moss, William James Stevens, Frank Herron 
Mumford, Harry George Sturton, Arthur Jacob 
Nelson, Horatio William, B.A. , George 
Newall, Walter Taylor, Frederick George 
Oates, Arthur , Peregrine 
Parker, John Clement, B.A. Thorne, Arthur 
Perbam, Hamlyn Horwood olhurst, Francis Joseph 
Peskett, William D’ Arcy T , Herbert Ed 
Pfabl, Vinall, Hugh John 
Piesse, Montagu Wade, W: Mercer, B.A., LL.B. 
Pryce, Frederick Heath Wah, Wei on, B.A. 
Pryce, William Edward Waller, George 
Ram, Willett Wallhead, Sidney 
Ramsay, Herbert Antoine Heaslop Walmsley, Arnold Brunsdon 
Raper, William Augustus Cassin Warren, 
Reade, Henry Lister Weld, Francis ll 
Rob ; “Charles” Whittington, George 

inson, b . 
Robinson, Clement Crawley Wilkinson, Claud 
Robinson, John Henry Williams, Edward Taunton 


Robinson, Reger Hayes, B.A. 
Rodway, Rowland Henry Wood, Francis Cecil John 
Rose, William Hugh Young, Edward, B.A. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of Mr. Francis Raynes, solicitor, of Bawtry, 
near Doncaster, on Saturday, from of the lungs. Mr. Raynes, 
who was in his ninety-seventh year, was admitted in 1822, and was 

robably the oldest solicitor in England. He was a regular follower of 

Galway’s hounds. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
etetiee, of 42, Earl-street, Maidstone 


has been 
was admitted 


Mr. Watrer H. Day, 


the firm of Scudamore & Brennan. 

Mr. P. ©. Garzs, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Inner = for the ensuing year in succession to his 
Honour Judge Waddy, Q.0. 

Mr. Murrny, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Honourable 
Society of the Middle Temple for the ensuing year in succession to Mr. 
Hopwood, Q.0. 

Mr. Inpzrwick, Q.C., has been appointed Master of the Inner Temple 
Library for the ensuing year. : . 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


Mr. Writ1am Harvie, solicitor, of Leicester, has admitted 
tnership Mr. Harold D. M. , and the style of the firm will 
Prarding & Barnett. 





3 


Dissotvtions. 


Freperick Wri11AM Grace Moran & Francis Gorpon Know zs, solici- 
tors, Glossop and Hadfield (Moran & Knowles). Said Frederick Williant 
Grace Moran having withdrawn from the said 

[Gasette, Nov. 20, 1896. 





GENERAL, 
Lord Justice Kay is stated to be progressing 


Notification is given of an intended to in 
Worksand Public Buildings to s We ouapabooly pastas other 
or or - 
wise, Nos. 27 and 28, ‘licen whddb ane uplallt tee 
and extending the Patent Office. 
inst., 


It is stated that at the Whitehaven County Court on the 19th 
before J Thomas who had been convicted of 
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for which he could give judgment, and ordered the net to be given up in 
six years. 


A correspondent of the Times gives the following history of a ish 
meeting :—‘‘ We started our first meeting with a flourish of 1 wanigule, wo 
had a précis of our powers drawn up for us, provided a huge minute-book. 
appointed a committee of m ment to look after the village pump and 
op and wardens to look after our allotments. Then difficulties begun. 

e churchwardens handed in a formidable legal document, in the shape 
of an award, under padlock and key in a tin case about 5ft. high. This 
document had to be transferred to the parish meeting in accordance with 
the Act. No one would take charge of it, so it was returned to the church- 
wardens pending the instructions of the Local Government Board. The 
chairman applied for these instructions, and after six months’ careful con- 
sideration of this knotty point the Board replied that they could give no 
authoritative opinion in the matter. This legal instrument is retained 
under protest by the churchwardens, who state that they are not 
respousible for it. Then came a circular from the Local Government 
Board stating that in their opinion the whole of a road between the 
hedges on each side belongs to the rvad authority. This somewhat 
eurpriced us, having regard to their previously-expressed inability to 
give opinions; but we were still more surprised and alarmed to 
find that the result of road authorities acting on this opinion might 
be: to create another body of landowners, as some of the roads 
in the neighbourhood run through arable land the fences on each 
side being about fifty yards or more from the road. Our next difficulty 
was the refusal of the auditor to pass our voluminous accounts without a 
precept from the chairman. These accounts amounted to 2s. 6d. for 
Pe gem incurred for the use of the schoolroom where the meeting was 
held, numerous forms were filled up, much loss of time was wasted in 
attending the audit miles away. The 2s. 6d., however, was passed, and 
5s. in the shape of a stamp was charged for doing so. This, I think, was 
the proverbial last straw, as at the next meeting no one was present except 
the chairman ; but he waz not to be done, so he went out and pounced 
upon police-officer X, who was patrolling the road by the school to 
prevent overcrowding, and compelled him to come in. The chairman read 
to him, as he stood at attention, the minutes of the preceding meeting, 
which he graciously agreed should be signed. The chairman paid for the 
Sieory.” J of the schoolroom out of his own pocket, and here ends our 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reétstnars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Clowes Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer 
J Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carrington Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes n Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Strains. Kexewicu. Romer. 
Mr. Pemberton Mz. Beal Mr. Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
Ward Pugh Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
ard Pugh Godfrey 


Warntnc To mrenpinc House Purcuassrs anp Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Certer Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Dec. 1.—Messrs: Desexnnamu, Tewson, Farmer, & Brincewarer, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
valuable Leasehold Premises on the fouth side of Cheapside, covering an area of 
about 2.270ft, su Sclicitor, A. R. Payne, Milverton. Freehold Ground-rents 

pon 100 houses, in the North of London, with 
reversion in 12 years to rack-rents estimated at £3,600. Solicitor, Francis Howse, 
London,. Also 18 Freehold Houses in Islington, with rentals amounting to £767 per 
annum. Solicitor, Francis Howse, London. (See advertisements, Nov. 14, Pp 3.) 

Dec. 3.—Messrs. Desennam, Trwsox, Farmer, & Bripcewarer (in conjunction with 
Messrs. Brapet, Woop, & Co.), at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold Estates of the late 
James Theobald, situate near the railway station at Grays and Tilbury Docks ; about 
1,420 acres, with rental of £3,300 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Longbourne, Stevens, 
& Powell, and Messrs. Langhams, both of London. (See advertisement, Nov. 21, 


. 3. 
Deel 5. Mesers, H. E. Foster & Crawrizxp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. :— 
REVERSIONS : 
Trust i, value £300, in Jersey State Bonds; lady aged 71. Solicitor, David 


on. 
To one-eleventh of Trust Fund, amounting to £14,984 19s. 1d. Three-and-a-Half 
sy, es mana Consolidated Stock; lady aged 66. Solicitors, Sass & 


q n. 

To ageivatth Share of £5,500 India Three per Cent. Stock ; gentleman aged 56. 
Solicitors, Measrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & Michelmore, London. 

one-fifth Share of £4,286 Three-and-a-Half per Cent. Metropolitan Consolidated 
oes lady aged 68. Solicitor, R. Lond 


8. Gregson, on. 
th of Trust Fund, value £7,750, receivable on decease of lady aged 
——- ’ 


66, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Webb, Nicholls, & 


To one-third Share of Freehold Ground-rents amounting to £75; lady aged 82. : 
To one-third Share of Consols, &c., value £400; above lady, provided reversioners 


survives ; also Policy for £200. Solicitor, W. H. Hargrave, London. 


aged 60 
LIFE INTERESTS: 
In £3,515 India Three-and-a-Half per Cent. ; gentleman aged 52; with Policy for 
£500. Solicitors, Messrs. Stevens & Parkes, London. 
In about £610 per annum in Railway and Gas Shares, and on Mortgage; with 
Policies for £6,700; gentleman aged 52. Solicitor, Arthur J. Benjamin, London, — 
LIFE POLICTES for £2,500. £2,000, £500, £400, in leading Offices. Solicitors, Messrs, 
Heath, , & Brett, London. 
SHARES in various Companies. Solicitors, Messrs. Venn & Woodcock, London, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—Turspay, Nov. 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1 CHanogry. 

British Assoctatioy or SHart anp Desenture Houpers, Lincrep —Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before Dec 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Percy Mason, 64, Gresham st 

Cargtwaicutr & Co, Liurrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Dec 24, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Boothey, 
27, Bersham rd, Wrexham 

Mereor Incanpescent Licutinec Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 19, 
directed to be heard on Monday, Dec7 Phelps & Co, 42, Aldermanbury, solors for the 


petitioning co Notice of anpearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 5 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, Nov. 6. 
Brooxs, ArcurpaLp Hawruorw, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Nov 30 Brooks v 
Brooks, Kekewich, J. Watson & Co, Nottingham 
Howe.t, Joun, Pantllyn, Abernant, Carmarthen, Farmer Dec 4 Howell v Howell, 
Kekewich, J. Morris, Carmarthen , 
Kituick, Rionarv, Hungerford, Berks, Grocer Dec 5 Slocock v Killick, North, J, 
Astley, Hungerford 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Nov. 10. 
women Port * 4 GwenpeeatnH Vatisy Ry Co, Burry Port, Carmarthenshire Nov 19) 
tirli 


de , Coleman st rae 
Conex, ARTaur, a? In, Stoke Newington, Dec 12 Andrew v Cohen, Stirling, J. 


ince, * : 
Davizs, Apa Wri, Barling, Rochford, Essex Dec 4 Hide & Co v Harris, Stirling, J. 
Mrers, South sq, Gray’s inn ’ : : 
Jonzs Davip Evan, Carmarthen, Gent Dec8 Treacher v Davies, Kekewich, J... Morris, 
Carmarthen . 

Rees, Joux, Coyechurch Lower, Glamorgan, Retired Builder Dec7 Rees v Rees, Keke- 
wich, J. Jessop, Chancery In wv 
Warraxer, Lewis Duscax, Reading, Esq Dec 4 Watson v Rogers, Stirling, J. 

Bullock, Winslow 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspar, Nov. 10. 
Carr, Ann Louisa, Dorking Dec12 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Cocar, Wu Apram, Kingsland rd Dec15 Storey & Co, Theobalds rd 
Coxsotty, Marcaret, Gorton, nr Manchester Nov 30 Wedgard & Co, Manchester 
Doopy, Cuauuses, Nantwich Novi4 Whiteley, Nantwich 
Duxsina, Exizanetn, Winteleigh, Devon Decl Burd & Co, Okehampton 
Dunywinc, Many Agnoip, Winteleigh, Devon Decl Burd & Co, Okehampton 
Coprixerox, Haxnan Jane, Forsyth, Hove, Sussex Dec10 Gray & Co, Staple inn 
Fox, Mary, Doncaster Dec12 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 
Freemay, Jonn Hewny, Harborne, Stafford Dec9 Clarke, Birmingham 
Gixver, ALrRED Epwarp, Eastcheap Dec12 Ingle & Co, Threadneedle st 
Jonzs, Owen, Bangor Nov 30 Rowland, Bangor 
Ketty, Hewry Parricx, Dover EW & V Knocker, Dover 
Saeaeane, Epwakp, Framlingham, Suffolk, Wine Merchant Dec12 Ling, Framling- 


Lister, Tuomas Inca, York, Timber Merchant Jani Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 
Lover, Tuomas, Pool in Wharfedale, York, Innkeeper Dec 8 C I & AE Newstead, 


ley 

McGawuey, Groner, Leeds Dec12 Foster, Leeds 

Mircuet, Witt1am Hewny, Southampton, Architect Jan 1 Hepherd & Winstanley, 
thampton 


N mm. fae, Beighton, Derby Dec 31 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 

Nose, Matruew, Hulme, Manchester, Tailor Dec 25 Gartside, Manchester 

Parresoy, James Gore, Southport Dec1 Broadsmith & Stead, Manchester 

Pecx, Mary Exizasers, Mansfield, Notts Dec7 Alcock, Mansfield 

Rosixsoy, Hannan Any, Holloway Nov 21 Woulfe & Son, Bloomsbury sq 

Sransrietp, Mary Janez, Halifax Jani Farrar, Halifax 

Topp, Resecca, Wollaston, nr Stourbridge Dec5 Robinson & Son, Leominster 

Vessey, Jonn, Sheffield, Steel Manufacturer Dec 31 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

‘Warp, Jou Doxox, Manchester, Doctor Dec 31 Tucker & Co, Manchester 

‘Wanvyen, Eowarp Cuances, Bedford Jani Pritchard & Co, Trinity lane 

WELts, Grorcz, Woodborough, Wilts Dec17 Radcliffe, Devizes 

‘Wuererpoy, James, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Chemist Dec 31 Tucker & Coy. 
Manchester 


Warreneap, Davin, Dartford DecS J & JC Hayward, Hartford 
‘Woesgete Wisirrep Isazgy, Auckland, New Zealand Dec 1 Arnold & Son, Birming 





| Waicut, Wituram, Alcester Dec 31 Coleman, Redditch 





aged 46 
To moiety pa a Estate in Corporation Stock, value £6,900; two lives, ladies, ~ 
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London Gasette—Faivay, Nov. 13. 


Asoansox, Ts Inxes Mtwro Taytor, Combs, nr Stowmarket Haywards & Peecock, Stow- 
Dec 22 Sismey & Sismey, Serjeants’ inn, 
Acstx, ion Wittersham, Kent Dec 30 Davenport Jones & Co, Hastings 

faut, Jonx, Hulme, Manchester, Plumber Dec7 Todd, Manchester 


Busstzy, Rosert, Birmingham Jani4 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 
faows, Epwarp, Newcastle under Lyme, Builder Dec 1 Sproston, Newcastle under 
Lym 


‘Wouusas, Wisconsin, USA 


e 
Boesen, Evcexe, Clapham Dec10 Quicke, Milk st bldgs 
(ass, Evizasern, Bristol Dec 16 Benson & Co, Bristol 


Quxtox, Tuomas, Denbigh, Colliery Proprietor Dec 11 Evan Morris & Co, Wrexham 

(ConGLETON, hail st Hon Henry Wittiam Baron, Bryanston sq Dec 21 Crawley & Co, 
Whitehal 

Deory, Toomas, Fulham Dec25 Andrew Wood & Co, Gt James st 

Dosovas, Dewnis, St John’s Wood Dec1 Hughes & Masterman, New Broad st 

fx, Many Anx, Bournemouth Dee 14 Dalston & Co, Southamptonst, Bloomsbury 


Fisuzz, Epwarp Apert, Bristol Dec 27 Watts, Bristol 


G@uuoway, James, Islington Dec 16 Letts Bros, Bartlett’s bldgs 

Qusent, Joux, Lincoln, Bricklayer Dec 24 Wyche jnr, Stamford 

G@usss, Geonciana Sopuia Mantis, Bournemouth Jan1 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bed- 
hg Sl Stratford Dec9 Edell & Gordon, King st, Cheapside 

Gouixc, Isapetia, Bradford, York Dec15 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 

Goutp, Joux, Bournemouth Dec 10 Burt & Haviland, Bournemouth 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Tuxspay, Nov. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bait, Tuomas, Tbstock, Leics, Boot Dealer Leicester 
Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 

Banses, WitL1AM, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 

Besruzy, Cuartes, Harrogate, Yorks, Publican York 
Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Gupwicx, Ayn, Gainsborough Lincoln Pet Novi2 Ord 
Nov 12 

Quanx, Grorce, panes. Corn Dealer High Court Pet 
Nov13 Ord Nov 

COLEMAN, DN scoriont-f eae, and Frepericx Faevre. 
Coreman, Sandwich, Kent, Farmers Canterbury Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

Coox, He Streatham, Builder Wandsworth Pet Oct 20 


Ord Nov 12 
Gxacxwztt, Ricuarp, Ipswich, Butcher Ipswich Pet 
Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Domrant, Jonn Carmet, Addlestone, Surrey, Builder 
, Surrey Pet Novi2 Ord Novi2_— 


Eapz, Aurrep, “Southwark, Hop Merchant High Court 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 13 
Las, Gzorcs, Kettering, Farmer Northampton Pet 
11 Ord Nov 11 


— op tlm and Joun Hopxtyson, Bradford, Manches- 
ter, Jciners Manchester Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 

io ae py C, Sth Kensington High Court Pet Dec 5 

6 


Ord Marc! 

Foaxess, Joun, Norfolk, Solicitor Norwich Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 

Gosuxc, ALrrep J, Bayswater High Court Pet June 25 
Ord Nov 13 

Gazexwoop, Jonn ar Royton, Lancs Oldham Pet 
Nov13 Ord Nov 1 

Hau, Gronce eng King’s Heath, wom, Carpenter 

ham Pet Novil Ord Nov 1 
Hszet, Cuantes Ropert, Newton le 1 Willows, Lancs 
Warrington Pet Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 

Peactvat, Gzorex, and Jonn Pencivan, Preston Brook, 
Ches, Farmers Warrin PetNov9 Ord Nov 12 

Houaxn: 8, CHARLES, Hollingbourne, Kent Maidstone 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Ho.zoryp, Joun Witutam, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed 
oie Ashton under Lyne Pet Nov 2 Ord 
ov 12 

wos Hvueu, Carnarvon, Builder Bangor Pet Oct 30 

Nov 13 

Hvoues, Josern, St Andrew's hill, Doctors’ Common, 
Publisher High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord Nov 13 

Jone, Frepericx, West Hartlepool, Boot er Sun- 

lew Tne Bet Out 30 7. io 2 P ridd 
18, Tuomas, Liantrissant, G ra} ‘on! 
PetNov14 Ord Nov 14 i 7 

Livixastoxe, Simon, angen, Tailor 


Birmingham 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 1 





Lox, Tuomas. bene! Tsien High Court Pet Nov 13 | 


Ord Nov 13 
Mever, Moytacu, Totteham, Furrier Edmonton Pet 
June 10 Ord Nov 1 
tL, Henry ies Horsham, Sussex, Tailor 
ton Pet Novi13 Ord Nov 12 


Mou, Ronert, Youlton, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 
Heyry, 4 erset, Market Gardener 
ton Pet Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
Owes, Lawis, I Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet 
Novi4 Ord Nov 14 
Bugeen, bebe | eA Boot Maker Wandsworth 
ov 4 
Parcuarp, James, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 
Euma, Little am, a Grocer Peter- | 


Byth 
borough Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 


| 
toy Cosas .28, New Malden High Court Pet Oct 22 Ord 


Sura, Perciva Bovcurr pag Plymouth, Grocer 
th Pet Novi3 Ord Nov 1 

forass, Jonx, Leicester, Joiner Taicuiee Pet Nov 13 
‘ov 














Wark ca ALFRe Bet Nov 0 Ord Nov Hay Dealer Kidder- 


‘Came ie Cuartes, Bloxwich, Walsall Pet 
Nov 13 Nov 13 
Watson, Ontven Gwyewe, , Grocer Bir- 
Pet Nov 9 “Ord Nov 9 
Weir, 


avip, Duke st, London Bridge, Provision Agent 

Court Pet Oct13 Ord Nov 12 

Wicox, Joun, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
Novi13 Ord Nov 13 


Wnaicnut, Joun Henry, Dronfield, Der' Joiner Chester- 

field’ ‘Pet Nov 18° Ora Novis 

Yarwoop, Hewry, . Lancs, Blacksmith Stockport 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 32 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 3: 


row, 


Wewnot, Henry Feavrvanp Avausrvs, Southa: 
Maker High Court Oct 30 


Ord Oct 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apams Water Lawson, Lowestoft, Cycle Agent Nov 
24 ‘at 1 0.30 Lovewell Blake, South Quay, Gt Yar- 


Fleet st, Surgeon 
bldgs, Carey st 

Nov 24ati1l Off Rec, 1, Berridge 

, Yorks, Publican Nov 27 

Chemist Nov 24 at 2 


mou' 

Barnes, Jou~ Wicxuam, Bolt 
Nov 27 at 12 

Baxter, E, 


Beyt.ey, CHAR.es, 
12.30 


30, Moseley st, Newcastle on T 
Car.ton, Witt1am Epwanrp, Baker Nov 27 at 
9.30 Off Castle st C: bury 
CHATTERBEY, JOHN, wick, Staffs, Grocer Nov 24 at 
on r : West Bromwich - 
ames Pavey, Beeralston, Devons, Baker Nov 
24 at il 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Cocks, J, 8t John’s Wood, Accountant Nov 23 at 2.30 


Comes Ht ectioner Nov 24 at 11.30 
Heo, 17, Hert 


st, Coventry 

Couzs, Of Heo, 14.1 TLLIAM, Nov 24 at12 Off 
Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, “Sleepers rt, Mon 

Coomss, Arruur, Piccadilly Nov 27 at i Bankruptcy 


Carey st 
Cracxna.i, Ricnagp, I . Butcher Nov 25at11 Off 
>, Howie 
Curninenam, Wine verox, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
Solicitor Nov 26 at 11 


, Carey st 
Derenror, Isaac. Kingston upon Hull, Draper’ Nov 25 at 
ll Off Ree, Trinity House lane, Hull Pere 
Farmer Nov 26 at 


Evans, WittiAM 

Fraxcis, Jonw, Hedenham, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff Nov 24 
atl abe Lovewell Blake’s, South Quay, Great Yar- 

Git, be pee ca. Goole, Yorks, Commission t 
Nov 24 at 11 6, Bond trree, Wakefield von 

rd, Gloucester 

Hea ey, Bareatry Dexuam, Queen Victoria st, Civil Engi- 

= neer _ 24 at 2.30 ae 

EWETT, SAMUEL, Mon Nov Rec, 

Gloucester a ne at - Mon 


eer 5 CHARLES, an ong Sey Dec 2 at 10.30 


Ree, 9, King st. 
Jenkins, Isaac Joun, Lianelly, Agent Nov 
25 at 3.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 
Jznxinson, Witt1am Henry, Ha’ Merchant Nov 
Mat3 95, chats, eple avace 
Joxzs, THomas, jun, Bouth Cor gy Vic- 
tualler Nov 26'at 11.30 of 29, Queen st, Car- 
Lvuscomsz, ALEXANDER Parer, Devon, Farmer 
Nov 24at12 10, Athencoum ter, th 
Maker Nov 


ae ‘Tenby, P iby, Pembroke, 
May, Joux Saname trea st, Strand Nov 25 at 1 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








Gueame, Hevny CuAnces, Brough, York, Wool Broker Jan1 Iveson & Co, Hull 
Haywanp, James, Bury, Lancs, Innkeeper Dec 18 Woodeock & Co, Bury 
Henpensox, Joserm Rosert, Sunderland Nov 30 Burnicle, Sunderland 
Hexyen, Fazvenicx Wii114M, Austin Friars Dec7 Batten, Yeovil 
Hrroncock, Cu.ana Muneiia, Dulwich Dec 16 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Hore, Many Axx Exizaseras, Fulhamrd Deo3i Laundy & Co, Strand 
ory J. euen Roe, Hampstead, Silversmith 


Invine, Axw Warne, Horsham Dec 10 COotching, Horsham 

James, Joax Tuzornvs, Lianelly, Draper Dec 15 Thomas, Cardiff 

Jeays, Carotre, Downham rd Decl6 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 
Jznvoiss, Rosert Purszroy Ex.is, Pimlieo Dec 31 Hartcup & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Keyyes, Sanau Caren, Minster, Dorset Dec 15 Dibben, Wimborne, Minster 
Lieut, Auetia, Bishops Waltham Nov 30 Gater, Bishops Waltham 

Lovepay, Exizaseru Dororuy, Leamington Dec 15 Field & Sons, Leamington 
Mansnat, the Rev Taomas Eowarp, Withersfield, Suffolk Decll Graham, Suffolk 
Parvez, Wixi14m, St Neot’s, Hunts, Brewer Dec 31 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln's inn fields 
Papxun, Samuet Apams, Edgbaston Dec12 Rorke, Birmingham 

Rope, Senszaxt Samvew, Droitwich, Worcester Dec 12 Lewis, Birmingham 
Tayxor, Faxny, Bury st, Bloomsbury Dec15 Lattey & Hart, Devonshire sq, Bishops- 


Watsn, Roverr Jauzs, New Brighton, Chester Dec10 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 
Win, Hanorp Caarues, Fenchurch st Nov 26 Kisch & Co, Aldersgate st 
Witkowski, Atexanpre, Sheffield Decl Auty & Sons, Sheffield 


Dec 11 Munton & Morris, Queen 


Maynor, James, yng , Builder Nov 25at12 Bank- 

Mrrcse.t, Wittram Arruve, Barry, Glam Nov 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 29, Queen as 

Mott, begga ay RS ged Farmer Nov2at2 Off 


Rec, 28, 

Moroay, Ricnarp, Ware, Herts, late Clothier Nov 26 at 
2 St Edmunds 

Morrox, Jony, St ’s, +4 Mason Nov 24 at 
11.80 10, Me TQ 


Timber Mer- 


aetolata pein. 4 
Outfitter Nov 25 at 


Nov 27 at 


Dec 18 at 
Nov 24 at 12 
See Sree 


Jouwn 
2.15 Off Ree, Alexandra 
Wax oF ne en tee eae Blouse Manufacturer 


Nov 25 at 11 Pelee Carey st 

Wane, Sage — i Eatacbeks "ov 25 at 19 

Rec, lane, Hull 

Ween Joun 48, Oswestry, Salop, Stationer Nov 

Witemay, Hexny Sr Jony, Financial Agent 
Nov 25at12 Bankruptcy st 

Wiis, Wit..1am, Chepstow, Grocer Nov 24 at 
12.30 Off Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 


Mon 
Witimortr, Georex, jun, tides, Norampion 25 at 
11.30 County Court 
Wintie, Vavonan fs Bessa, Boe ter Nov 
S een T ee Tees, 
‘loux THom on 
Arete as 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bau, by my Ibstock, Leicester, Boot Dealer Leicester 
Pet Ni Ord Novia 
r Yorks, Publican Yorks 
Bontixe, Wits, Hi Cheshire Ashton under 
Pet Oct 23 Ord Nor is ee 
eae — (5 ance eae Nottingham Pet Nov 13 
‘ov 
Cheese Sas Sere Lincoln PetNovi12 Ord 
‘ov 1 
Crarke, Georce, Enfield, Corn Dealer High Court Pet 
. Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 
Cneceeens, Sane ee Ipswich Pet Nov 
ae G states, Farmer Northampton Pet 
‘ov 
at A, err J evreane, Lingle, 
Savey, Seinen ‘ells Pet Oct 


Gore! pasos 
~t “sain 7% ie agg ey od ey 
REENWOOD, OHN Lancs 
Novi3 Ord Noy 18 


—— 


Nor ia 
» Bet 
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Hat, Gzoncs = oy a, King's Hoots. 
Birmingham Pet a ope 0m 


ores, Carpenter 
Hipperrt, Coanues Torcer Newton le 
Wi Pet 


ows, Lancs 
Nov 13 Ord Nov 13 





Houtayps, Caarves, Hollingbourne, Kent Maidstone Pet 
Novil Ord Nov12 
Lewis, Taomas, Liantrisant, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Novi4 
Luxz, Tuomas, Bromley, Grocer High Court Pet Nov 
13 Ord Nov 13 
May, Jouw Cuartes, Newcastle st, Strand High Court 
Pet Sept 29 Ord Nov 12 
Mout, Roser, Youlton, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Nov 
12 Ord Nov 12 
Moors, Hexry, Minehead, , Market Gard 
Pet Nov 14 Ona Nov "” 
Mucxiow, Jonw Antuun, Dudley, Grocer Dudley Pet 
Nov 6 Ord Nov 12 
Ormrop, Witttam, Pemberton, Lancs Wigan Pet Oct 26 
oO oy, cate, Angl F B P 
wen, Lewis, lesey, Farmer Bangor Pet 
Novi3 Ord Nov 14 
Pearmarn, WILLIAM, bm pomp “ear Builder King’s 
Lynn Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Percrvat, Groner, and ne Penc tvat. Preston Brook, 
— Farmers Warrington Pet Nov 9 Ord 
‘ov 
Puaraon, Witiiam, Putney, Bootmaker Wandsworth 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 14 
Paitcnarp, James, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 12 
Roperts, Emma, Little Bytham, Lines, Grocer Peter- 
borough Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 
Row .anps, Jous Penry Davis, Oystermouth, Glam, Archi- 
tect Swansea Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 12 
Suira, Percivat Bovcuer Saunpers, Plymouth, Grocer 
lymouth Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 
Stevens, Joun, Leicester, Joiner Leicester Pet Nov 13 
Ord Nov 13 
Taseaee, AC, Richmond Wandsworth Pet July 27 Ord 
‘ov 12 
Waxenr, Joux, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
Nov4 Ord Nov 11 


Warsow, Ottver Gwynne, Birmingham, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 11 

Wirners, Auraep Straxtey, Liverpool Liverpool Pet 
Aug 20 Ord Nov 13 

Waient, Jous Henny, Dronfield, Derbys, Joiner Chester- 
field Pet Nov13 Ord Nov 13 

Senzeme Hexny, Reddish, Lancs, Blacksmith Stockport 

et Nov 12 Ord Nov i2 
Fee notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 3: 

Wenpt, Hexry Feavixaxp Avovustvs, Southampton row, 

ae Corset Maker High Wourt Pet Oct 30 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Watsn, Joux Lawreyce, Ainsdale, Lancashire, Manufac- 
turer Liverpool Adjud March 29, 1892 Annul Nov 13 
Gagpye ord, Bucking- 


Water Atsert, Fenny ‘Stratf 
ter Northampton Adjud June 11, 
1894 Annul Nov 12 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALExaxpeRr, Maun, Hotel Cecil, Strand High Court Pet 
Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 s 
Beastzy, Georce Livcrisip, Bayswater High Court 
Pet 14 Ord Nov 17 
Buaxemors, Samuzy., Cheshire, Builder Birkenhead Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 17 
a lh w, —_— viaduct High Court Pet Sept 29 


Coss, otal Hewry, pres Bookseller Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 14 


Nov 1 
a edad Yorks York Pet Nov 3 
Conwes, Comnetivs, and Wittiam Martin, Laurence 
Pountney hill, Engineers High Pet Nov 18 


Ord Nov 18 

Cristet, George, Fulham rd, Tailor High Court Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Nov 17 

Dewtsy, Wiiu1am Henry, Ecclesall, Sheffield, Brewers’ 
Clerk Sheffield Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Dysox, Henny, Huddersfield, Commission Agent Hudders- 
field Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 16 


Fountains, C B, Newark upon Trent, Hatter Nottingham 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 17 

Grorcz, Cuantes Freperick, {ethan Sussex, Grocer 
Brig! Pet a 18 Ord N 

Harvey, Cuarzes, Victoria st, ss High Court 
Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 16 


IcrTox, eo Darlington, Blacksmith Stockton on 
Tees Pet Novi7 Ord Nov 17 
ee Henny, Longton, Staffs Longton Pet Nov 16 
‘ov 16 
Jonzs, Witt1am Liuzwe.iys, Maesye@#mmer, Mon Nevw- 
Mon Pet Novis Ord Nov 1s 
Manztix, Stersenx Heyey, Birmingham, Factor Birming- 
Pet Nov 12 o- Nov 16 
Narnay, Jonx, London rd oe “att Dealer High Court 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 1 
Parey, J aan Gloucester, Siena: Hereford Pet Nov 16 


Vv 16 
Puiuirs, F "0, Sth Kensington, , Playwright High Court 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Nov 18 


Pai.uirs, a Cardiff, Clothier Cardiff Pet Nov 3 | 
Ord Nov 


Poxpr, Stax, Sheriff Hutton, Yorks, Draper Scarborough 


Novi6 Ord Nov 16 
Regpz, Jonx, Wem, Salop, , has Shrewsbury Pet 
Novi17 Ord Nov 17 
RicHarpsox, — Leeds, Traveller Leeds Pet Nov 17 
Ord Nov 17 
Gairrita Wittiam, Criccieth, Carnarvons, 
Romexaano, J Wentworth nae Spitalfields, Dr 
ACOB, pi aper 
High Court Pet Nov16 Ord Nov 16 


Soromon, Atrrep Micuazt Henry, Wandsworth, Clerk 
High Court Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Spzxce, Witwiam, Pon Giamniion Agent Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov 16 d Nov 16 

TarrersFietp, Eowarp, Mirfield, Yorks Dewsbury Pet 
Novié Ord Nov 16 

TarrersrisipD, Rosssrt, Ravensthorpe, Yorks, Soap Manu- 
facturer Dewsb bury PetNovié Ord Nov 16 

Tay.or, Henry, West Harti , Labourer Sunderland 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 

Tivewe.t, Eansst, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet Nov 18 
Ord Nov 18 

Tow er, Cuaries Eowarp, Giggleswick, Yorks, teens 
Victualler Bradford Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 

Witt1ams, Jonny, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet “Nov 17 
Ord Nov 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barnes, Wiit1amu, Nottingham Nov 27 at 12 Off Rec, St 
P 's Church walk, Nottingham 

Buytine, WILLIAM, pre. Cheshire Dec 10 at 12.30 Town- 
hall, Ashton under Lyne 

CLARKE, ry at Corndealer Nov 30 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey . Carey st 

Cook, Groros, Gt Missenden, Bucks, Builder Nov 27 at2 
Bankruptcy ey Say Carey st 

Coorm. a ELganor, 4 York Dec 3 at 12.30 Of 


28, Stonegate, Yi 
Crocomse, Wittas Gusce, Marwood, Devon, Farmer Nov 
27 at 2 Sanders & Son, High st, Barnstap! le 


Dare, Joux Hewyry, Ynyshir, Glam, Guan” Nov 27 at 3 
65, High st, Merthyr yafil 
Dv. BRANT, Joun CaRMet, Addleston, pag Builder Dec 
lat 81.30 thon, Hy London Bi —_ 
Eapr, Atrrep, Southwark, Hop Merchant Nov 27 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Favcoyer, Artuur Sissox, Ham Hill Nov 30 at12.30 
24, Railway ye Bri 
Fraser, James C, South ~ cn Nov 27 at1l1 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Gorroy, Gzorcs Tuomas, Woking, aoe, Baker Nov 30 
at 12 24, Railway app, London B: 
Hissert, Cuautes Rosert, Newton-le-Willows, Lancs 
= 11 at 10.50 Court House, Upper Bank st, Warring- 


Hv i. Josern, St Andrew’s hill, Doctor’s Commons, 
Publisher Dec 1 at 12 ey at Bldgs, Carey st 

Jom Rees, Dukesto redegar Nov 30at3 65, 

st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Luxe, "Wesnaa. Bromley, Grocer Nov 30at1 Bankruptcy 
Bldgs, Carey st 

Moorr, Henry, Minehead, Somerset, Market Gardener 
Nov 28 at 12.30 Off Reo, 5b, Hammet st, Taunton 

wey Py Pon raed, Butcher Nov 27 at 12 


65, High st, Merth: 
PiLkInGrToy, Witriam Bop eae: Durham, Licensed 
Vict rd, Middles- 


ualler Dec 2at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert 
borough 

Seanaen Samue., Hyde, Cheshire Dec 10 at 12.30 Town 
hall, Ashton-under-Lyne 

Poucner, Cuar.es, Tottenham, Jeweller Nov 27 at 3 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

ParrcHar, JAMES, Nov 30 at 11.30 Off 

, Queen st, Larait 
er ‘Tous, Wem, Salop, Shoemaker Nov 28 at 11.30 
ff Rec, Shrewsbury 

wv... Joserx Atrzep, Cardiff, Marine glee Serer Dec 1 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Suimecp, Arraur Wittiam, Penarth, Glam, Printer Dec 
latll Rec, 29, Queen st, 

i A Esgyest, Halifax, Tailor Dec 3at11 Off Ree, 


Turner, Ropert Harry, Norb —-., Farmer Nov 
27 at 11.30 24, Railway “op, London Br 

Wa.swaicart, Tuomas Henry ‘coca Dec 2 at 12 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Wiiey, Ricnarp, Marsh, Huddersfield, Machine Maker 
+4 27 at 11 Off Rec, 19, John William st, Hudders- 
t 

Wricat, Jouy Henny, Dronfield, Derbys, Joiner Nov 27 

at 2.30 Off Rec, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 
Amended notice substituted for that sr emaeal in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 1 


Wi.iworr, Gzoros, jun, Rushden, Asie Nov 25 at 
11.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALEXANDER, Mavp, Hotel Cecil, Strand High Court Pct 
Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Brown, Tuomas, Handsworth, ae, Dairyman Birming- 
ham Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 

Deniey, Wituam Hewary, Eoclasall, Sheffield, Brewer’s 
Clerk Sheffield Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

Dvusrant, Joun Canmet, Addleston, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Nov 12 "Ord Nov 17 

Eape, ALFRED, a Hop Merchant High Court 
Pet Oct 10 Ord Novl 

Fatcongr, ARTHUR vd Laurel Villa, Hampton hill 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Oct 23 Ord Nov 17 

Ferrera, Josern Cuantes Maapert, Hendon Barnet 
Pet Aug 14 Ord Nov 18 

Foustatse, Cuarites Brooxe, Newark + ge Trent, Hatter 

ottingham Pet Oct 21 oe 

Iczrox, Tuomas, Darli Blacksmith Stockton on 
Tees Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

InsxiP, ene, Longton Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 16 
Ord Nov 16 

Jopiine, Faepericx, West Hartlepool, Boot Dealer Sun- 
derland Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 17 

Jones, Witt1am Liuxwetiys, Maesycwmmer, Mon New- 
port, Mon PetNovis Ord Nov 18 

Marty, Stspuen Henry, ham, Factor Birming- 
ham Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 

Meyer, Mowtaaur, Green Lanes, Tottenham, Furrier 

Edmonton Pet June6 Ord Nov 16 


wn, nr T) 


* 


Mongams 3 Ricuargp, Ware, Herts - shad St Edmunds Pet 
dore, Herefords, Farmer Hereford 


Nov 18 





Parry, Jamzs, Ab’ 
Novi Ord 


ov 16 





Pumstert, Sauust, Hyde, Cheshire Ashton under 7 
Pet Oct 23, Ord Nov 18 ’ 
Povones, Cuan. Jeweller Edmonton BA. 
P Sus otshenia Hh en, Yorks, Draper Scarborom, 
uRDY, Susan, ‘a or! 
RB 4 ee Ween Balog. Shoemaker Shrewsbury 
EEDE, Joux, Wem, > er 
Novi7 Ord Nov il MM. 
Ricuarpsox, James, Leeds, Brewer’s Traveller Leeds 
Pet Nov 17 Ord Nov 17 
Roserts, Grirvira Wi.tiam, Criccieth, Carerrag 
Saddler Portmadoc Pet Nov14 Ord Nov1 
Saimecp, Artaur WILLIAM paeeet, Notts, * Prinke 
8: He eben 7 Hovttord, Hlerttont 
MITH, RY 5 Pr Tailor 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 1 
Sotomon, ALFRED Swell Hewry, ee Clerk 
Groscet Wassan, Pontopaial. Coane’ Poaip 
pence, WiiL1aM, Pontypri ade nt 
pridd Pet Nov 16 rd Nov 16 Age 
TATTERSFIELD, Epwarp, Mirfield, Yorks Dewsbury , 
Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 


TATTERSFIELD, fa Mirfield, Yorks Dewsbury By 
> on. a on West Hartl 1, Labo underlaad 
AYLOoR, Henry, West epool, jurer 6 

Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 17 

TIMEWELL, ae, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet Novis 
Ord Nov 1 

Tower, dd Epwarp, Giggleswick, Yorks, 
Victualler Bradford Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov16 


Wi.cox, Jouy, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
w Nov 13 os “ae . . b, : 
ILLIAMS, JOHN anddanielfab, Anglesey, Farme 
Bangor Pet Aug 29 Ord Nov 1 


ADJUDICATION pr LLED. 

Facer, Freperic Wit1t1am, London wall, Stock Deske 

High Court Adjud Sept 2,1890 Annul Nov 13, 1a 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Nov. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

ALLEN, Cusneme, —— Glos, Baker Cheltenham Pg 
Nov 1 Ord Nov 

Bow es, aS ll Builder Rochester PetOg. 
21 Ord Nov 19 

Casey, Connexius, Altrincham, Tobacconist Manchester 
Pet = - Ord Nov 21 





Coates, C I, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet Nov 5 Om 
ov Lt 

Crick, Henry Arraur, Manchester Leominster Pet Noy 
16 Ord Nov 20 

Dawson, Ropgrr, Flixton, Yorks, Farmer Scarborough 

m Bn ng ' us Jacon. “Hi a Ae 

eLeeuw, Morais Jacos, a ent High Com 

Pet Nov19 Ord Novi9 — 


Dennis, Moses, atone at Trent Burton on Trent Pe 
Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

Dossoy, Louisa Any, ‘Hastings Hastings Pet Nov # 
Ord Nov 18 

Drayton, Wittiam Henry, _ Senwacbeny, Gilder Shrew 
b Pet Nov 20 

Epwakps, nee | Ahn ay [Portmadoc, Reporter For} 
madoc Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 

eae a Am Cuarziere, Broad st House, Mae 
chant h Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Nov 20 

amen 1LL14M, Hopkinstown, Glam, Grocer Ponty. 
pridd Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 21 

Gopparp, James, Loughborough Leicester Pet Nov ® 
Ord Nov 20 


GupGegox, 1 Tuomas, Towcester, Ni 
G No 


rocer ton Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
Ranperess. & Joun, Grosvenor pl High Court Pet Od 
Nov 20 
Hargison, Georce Atrrep, Newmillerdam, Yorks, Plum 
ber Waketiel Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
Jewkes, Samvuet, West Bromwich, Milk Seller Wet 
Bromwich Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Joynson, Tuomas, Nantyglo, Mon, Wheelwright Tredegar 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Kemstey, Ricuarp, en o~T Kent, Farmer Maid 
stone Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 1 
Law, Josern Witu1an, + wer nthe Cycle Maker Blade 
burn Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 
Lewis, Tuomas, Eglwyscummin, Carmarthen, Labourer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Nov21 Ord Nov 21 
aa Esrser, Heanor, Derby Derby Pet Nov? 
Puna, Watrer, Rickling, Essex, Baker Cambridge 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Ricgetrrs, James, Eardisland, Hereford, Labourer Lee 
minster Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Smiru, Witi1am Coorger, Harwood Dale, Yorks, Farm Sa 
vant Scarborough Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 
Sixyarp, Ansis Evizaserna, and Tom SitvestTer, et Nort 
upon Hull, Painters Kingston upon Hull 
Ord Nov 18 
Txompson, Georcs Robert, a Yorks, Dairymaa 
York Pet Nov 19 — Nov kl 
Tuomeson, Roper, jun, Ga! techend, Coal Merchant New 
castle on Tyne Pet Nov 18 Ord Nov 18 fc 
Turovup, eee Keighley Leeds Pet Nov 18 Ord 
Nov 18 % 
Tisos, W Jouyson, Shirley, Wores Birmingham mw 
Nov4 Ord Nov 20 
TownsuenD, Frorexce Sranpisu, and Lavea H 
TowxsunenpD, Folkestone Canterbury Pet Now # 
Ord Nov 20 - 
Vertrecans, Joux James, Manchester, Agent Mane 
Ord Nov 19 


WEBSTER, Gaonss, and Jouw Biyyiz, Cannon st, war 
houseman h Court Pet Nov 21 a Nov 21 
Wesrmont, James Heney, Ventnor, I of W, F 

Newport aod Ryde Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 = 
Wituams, Jous Vavenan, Penarth, Shipowner Cardi) 

Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 21 = 
Wiis, Aitreep Koserrt, emanate Tator Can 

Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 2 ‘7 


4 

Amended maine rabrtuted for that published in Fe 
Ex eg eof W Nes port and 2 “ 
ASHBY: IZABETH, ao o ew; d 
Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 a 
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RECEIVING ORDERS RESCINDED. 


a See terr High Court Rec Ord 
Rescis Nov 
ates, James, Templeton, ~ 1m Labourer Exeter 
Rec Ord June 24 Rescis Oc 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aurxaxper, Mavup, Hotel Cecil, Strand Dec 1 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, ye st 

Bat. ae, Leics, Boot Dealer Dec 1 at 12.30 
Off Rec 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Beasity, Gzorar a ep Bayswater Dec 3 at 12 
Bankrup' 

Buaxry, Sam, 


Pork atcher Dec 4ati11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, 


Leeds 

Bnoox. A W, Holborn viaduct Dec 3 at2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs. Carey st 

Baowx,. Tuomas, Handsworth, Dairyman Dec 4at11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham’ 

Caapwick, Axx, Gainsborough Dec 8 at 12 Off Rec, 31, 
Silver st, Lincoln 

Coueuan, Bexzamin Lonopex, = Feepericx Frevre. 
Coreman, Sandwich. Kent, Farmers Dec 2 at 3.30 
Cinque Ports Arms Inn, Sandwich 

Coaxes, Cornetius, and Wittiam Marrtix, Laurence 
Pountney 1, Cannon st, Engineers, Dec 1 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CasTeL, GEORGE, —- rd, Tailor Dec 3 at11l Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Care: 

DaayTox, WILLIAM 4. a Shrewsbury, Gilder Dec 2 
at 1130 Off Rec. Shrewsbury 

Drsox, Henry, Huddersfield, Commission Agent Dec 2 at 
ll Off Ree, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Eaton, Grorae, K , Farmer Dec 2 at 12.30 County 
Court bldgs, Northampton 

Ezarv, Grorce, and Jouwn Hopexixsox, Manchester, 
Joiners Dec 1 at 2.20 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 
Manchester 

Gostine, ALraep, J, Bayswater Dec latil Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


Hannisox, Gerorce Atrasp, Newmillerdam, Yorks, 
Plumber Dec 1 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond terrace, 
Wakefield 


Harvey, Caantes, Westminster, Engineer Des 2 at 12 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hotnorp, Joux Witi1am, Ashton under Lyne, Licensed 

Victualler Dec1at3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


chester 

Keusixy, Ricuanp, Thurnham, Kent, Farmer Dec 2ati1 
Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

lavincsToNE, Srroy, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 2 at 11 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

louas, Tuomas Henry, Burnley, Confectioner Dec Sat 2 

‘change Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Mantix, Sreruen Hrwry, Birmingham, Sector Dec 3 at 11 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

McCnairu, Francis Atpert, Pontypridd Dec lat12 65, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Morais, Jou Gonenaath, and Witiram Danret Morais, 
Chester, Builders Dec 2at2.30 Crypt chmbrs, East- 
gate row, Chester 

Narsay, Joux, wh ng rd, Fine Art Dealer Dec 2 at1 
Bankruptcy Carey st 

om oe HeEgsent, Leeds, Joiner Dec 2 atil Off Rec, 
22, 


w, Leeds 

Pairs, F C, rpth a Playwright Dec 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Porrzer, Georce Bassett, TT Rutlands Dec 1 
at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

RoTHENBERG, Tacos, —w Draper Dec 3 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 

Surrn, Henny Frepenrick, Hertford, Tailor Dec 2 at 3 
Oif Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Soromos, ALrreo Micuaget Henny, Wandsworth, Clerk 
Dec3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tuoursoy, Georce Rosert, Acomb, Yorks, Dairyman 
Dec 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Towra, CHaRLus Epwarp, ej Pe Yorks, Licensed 
— Dec2atil 0: 31, Manor row, Brad- 
01 

Watustey, Atpax, Eccles, Lancs, Solicitor Dec 1 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Watsoyx, Oriver Gwrenz, Birmingham, Grocer Dec 4 at 
12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

War, Daviv, Duke st, Lanien Bridge, Zetia Agent 
Dec 2 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auzx, Cuantes, Kemerton, Glos, Baker Cheltenham 
Pet Nov 19 Urd Nov 19 

Bares, Cuantes Pootz, Hackney, Farmer High Court 
Pet Oct 2 Ord Nov 18 

Caszy, Cornneivs, Altrincham, Tobacconist Manchester 
Pet Nov 21 Ord Nov 

ras, Eveanor, Harrogate York Pet Nov 3 Ord 

‘ov 20 

Cuck, Henny Artaur, Manchester, Baker Leominster 
Pet Nov 14 Ord Nov 20 

Pema. Jes J omen, Crawley, Sussex Brighton Pet April 9 

ovi 

Dawson, 4S Flixton, Yorks, Farmer Scarborough 

Miieeron, Tas. ig ed Hull, Draper Kingston 
GHTON, ISAAC, upon per 
upon Hull Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 14 

Ds Lezuw, Morxis Jacos, Highbury, Agent High Court 
Pet Nov 19 Ord Noy 1 

Dexxis, Moses, Burton on Trent, Baker Burton on Trent 
Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 19 
rox, WiitiaM Henny, Shrewsbury, Gilder, Shrews- 
bury Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 21 

Bowanps, Tuomas Paircuarp, Portmadoc, Reporter Port- 
madoc Pet Nov17 Ord Nov 19 

“re James, Loughborough Leicester Pet Nov 20 

ov 20 

Hingisox, Gzorce Atyazp, Newmillerdam, Yorks, 
Plumber, Wakefield Pet Nov 16 Ord Nov 16 
wey, Cuarzes, Victoria st, Westminster, 


Heater, Barentey Dexnam, Queen Victoria st, Civil 
Court “Pot Oct 14 Ord Nov 28 
wy ort B, Haymarket High Court Pet July 
Nov 20 


24 
Horney, a“ Paton, ante, Builder High Court 
Pet Nov2 Ord 


Nov 

JEwKEs, ring West Bromwich, Milkseller West Brom- 
wich Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 

Jorxsox, Tuomas, Nantyglo, Mon, Wheelwright Tredegar 
Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Ketty, Ricsarp Hewry, Holborn viaduct, Di 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 18 
Kemsuiey, Ricuarp, Sittingbourne, Farmer 
Pet Novi9 Ord Nov19 
Law, Josepn Wiiu1am, Accrington, Cycle Maker Black- 


z Pet Nov ot Ord Nov 2 Soho boots 
WIS, ‘ey mm: urer Pem e 
Dock Ord Nov 2 21 

=. 8. io. Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov1S 

Mirrett, Hexay Eowarr, Horsham, Tailor Rrighton 
Pet Nov 13 Nov 20 

ee ty 1 Gellygaer, Glam, Farmer Merthyr Tyd- 


7 Ord Aug i5 
ery ~ — Scarborough Scarborough Pet Oct 
20 
om ~~ 3 Mancanret, Sale Manchester Pet Oct 14 Ord 
ov 
Parry, Henry, Pont; ees, Plasterer Pontypridd Pet 
Mar 30 Ord A 
PeRRino, "weneen Bickding, Issex, Baker Cambridge 
R - 4 p mean hton, Dra: Brighton 
exniz, Georos Stepuexsoy, Brig " r 
Pet Oct 16 Ord Nov 20 ” nie 
Ricketts, James, Eardisland, Herefords, Labourer Leo- 
minster Pet Nov 20 Ord Nov 20 


Stvyarp, Awnre Exizaseta, and TomSr.vesrer, Kingston 
upon Hull, upon Hull Pet Nov 17 
Ord Nov 18 


Surra, Witt1am Coorzr, Harwood Dale, Yorks, Farm 
Servant Scar 


Pet Nov 19 Ord Nev 20 
Srorrer, Taomas Witiiam, Walthamstow, Brickmaker 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 20 
Taompsox, Gsorcze Rosertr ar Yorks, Dairyman 
York ' Pet Nov19 Ord Nov 
Txompson, Roper, wy Gateshead, Coal Merchant N 
castle on Tyne et Nov 18 Ord Nov 20 
Tuarovr, Hewry, Kaghiey Leeds Pet Nov 18 Ord 
‘ov 
Townsuend, Frorence Srayxpisu, and Lavra Heiexa 
cam, , Folkestone, Canterbury Pet Nov20 Ord 
Winxpust, Caaruzs, Surrey Wandsworth Pet 
Sept 2 Ord Nov 1 a 
Amended notice sol for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 10: 
Actor, ar ga | N . I W Newport and Ryde 


ové Ord Nov 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


BD, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 
THE 


ae eee | 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


1897. 


53rd Year of Publication’ 


This old-established and important 
Annual is now universally recognised 
as the most useful and ‘Comprehen- 


sive Legal Diary published. 
Prices, 3s. 6d., 5s., 6s., & 8s. 6d. 


(According to Diary Space and Binding). 


DEATH DUTIES. 


Figusoces vo 300 BOERES DUTY. Mew - 
ALFARD W. SOWAKD (of th the te 
Duty Oflice eer in 


Succession 
STANDING ORDERS 


cloth, 5s. net, 
Of the LORDS and 00: relative to Private 














High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Nov 20 





Bills, &c., for Session 1897. cloth, 5s. 








JUST PUBLISHED. ° 
8vo, Roxburghe Binding. Illustrations 
by T. G. JACKSON, R.A. 20s. net. 


A CALENDAR 


OF THE 


INNER TEMPLE RECORDS 


F. A. INDERWICK, Q.C. 


Vol. 7: 21 Hen, Vil. (1505)— 
45 Eliz. (1603). 














Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


Just out, post Svo, 35. 64., post-free. 
aA LAM 4 .OF THE MOTOR CAR, and 


am sPerting the some, with 2 
or with 
Sasso 
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EFFINGHAM WILSON, 
11, ROYAL EXCHANGE. 


- By CHARLES JONES. 
THE SOLICITORS’ CLERK. 2s. 6d. net. 
COMPANION TO THE SOLICITORS’ CLERK. 
2s, 6d. net. 


CaTALOGUB GRATIS ON APPLICATION. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 
BY GPROIAL APPOINTMENT 

Se me pete ese rey Owe 

ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


Gowns for Registrars, Town 
ss agp tee ig Hh ny may 
Corporation Robes, University and Olergy Gowns. 

ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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RELIMINARY LAW EXAMINATIONS. 

an experienced Coach; three have nae by 44 
during the last nine months; moderate .—CaMBRIDGE 
M.A., 24, Half-edge-lane, Eccles. 


AW PRACTICE or PARTNERSHIP.— 
Solicitor Desires to Purchase Coa ge Practice 
hstanding in the City or West sen te 


strict in 





+ age | 80; University Graduate ; 
pow tne 4 End Firm and seven in 
oak no agents Sie eee: “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ Office, 


AW PARTNERSHIP. —Junior Partner- 
ship or Conveyancing Clerkshi; -é. Wanted by an 
Solicitor with pom & satisfactory references ; 

age 28; country preferred. —Address Box 35, Bath. 


| Fe -—Wanted by Solicitor with capital, 
27, admitted February, 1892 (who has been in 

his cies position of managing clerk to country firm with 
ice and appointments since death of senior 

ote = June, 1895), desires Clerkship in country with 
to Partnership or Succession.—Box 39, “ Solicitors’ 

p nated Office, 27, Chancery-lane. 


AW PRACTICE.—Succession Wanted by 

pene. an monied man; immediate cash or 

Address, letter on Lex Moutoclies ‘House, Teton. 
i y, , ’ 











AW. —Wanted experienced, "energetic, 
methodical General Litigation Clerk, aged about 
30 to conduct Department in City.— Write, oan experi- 
ence required, eT care of Witherby & Co., 
Newman’s-court, Cornhill, E.C. 
AW.—Required, thoroughly experienced 
Conveyancing Clerk, to conduct Department in City 
Bolicitor’s Office. —Apply, stating e€, experience, and 
salary required, to X., care of Witherby & Co , Newman’s- 
court, Cornhill. 
AW.—Wanted at once in a London Soli- 
tor’s Office, General Managing Fi able to take 
full control in the absence of the princi an admitted 
ae preferred.—Apply by letter, th mleay, 
and experience, to Stzaca.., Hoorzr, &Cuave, , Weymou 








Se oter cen (27, admitted) Wants Managing 
or other other Clerieship in Conveyancing or cam Prac- 
M. Me, Gen No 22,“ « Bolicitone Seana Office, 7, Chan- 
oery-iane, W.C Cc. 


( (J ENERAL , CLERK x (22) desires. Engage- 
ment; with knowledge Common Law, 

, County Court, and Mayor’s Court Practice; 

*.. oa. 30s.; excellent references.— 





ANTED in Solicitor’s Office, a s Solicitor 
capable of taking charge of County gat 
ment.—A) Aon 
to B., care 


arner, poe eaee =a w. 
WANTED Journal ” 


oops of the ‘Solicitors’ 
paid for same at the Office, 27, 





dated Nov. 9, 1895; 6d. each will be 
Chancery-Lane, W.C. 


OSTS.—DAVID DENTON, “Costs 
cecas oot Ootnat ail binta te Town road, London, ,. —s 
tion or delivery; terms moderate twenty years’ experience. 


APITAL WANTED (about £2,500), in 
BR nape oy “yo business , en, seam wl ae 
or 
cette ievertigntion. ae by G. T., ”, dead 
street, Hyde-park, W 


street, 

A% ‘A GRICULTURAL PROPERTY required 
to Purchase for Investment of £30,000. Rental must 

chow net lees than 3 per cant., and preferred if accessible to 

G. W. BR. or L. & N. W. "address Hanoy E. Moore, 

Eaq., 41, Bedford-row, Ww 


DENE, Caterham, Surrey Hills, 

600 feet above sea; air and water.—Rev. 

Boys. i honor Games, mes, cycling, - pd 
ences England, Wales, Scotland, India. 


OLD GROUND- jae for SALE 
paying L. Nevusess, 11, 
John-street, E.c. 


ENTS COLLECTED.—Wanted by Adver- 
vertiser (24 years’ experience), collection of weekly 

and other property ; 2} to 5 per cent. ; t references 
ROTOR, Samed Mr. 


oe re ee 
ne RoBERT Lovirr, L.D.S. 
ent Io, Albany ctvest, Regunt'o-gark, N.W., has 

















ESTABLISHED 18651. 


BIRKBECK BANE 


TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100, 


STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives 
sums on it, and allows Interest monthly on 
completed £1. 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC:D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACE, with full 
post free. FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, 


TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 

For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


emall 
on each 





INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864 


For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes suff from the above. 
successful results. 


Se a ep ician : Sir BENJ. 

WARD RICHARDSON M Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. 8T. T. CLARKE, ‘ .—For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. Tuzopa.p, REE, ‘Leioe =o House, Leicester. 
TREATMENT of INEBRIETY | and ABUSE of DRUGS 
HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 

ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen = Ae ont privately. Terms, 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.RB. O85. (Eng.) 








BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


| coneunt bik dame 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & 0O., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR WORKS 
VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 

THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 

E S S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 





THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 4 


" Sadie? 


very requisite under the above Acts supplied q 





ett SUCHE ent CEREER Aah tn tee Se 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOG 
in the — os for : 
TES, DEI BE 
piinlduaal ond. printed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books 


RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration 


49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (oa I 
of Serjeants’-inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, ; 


LONSDALE PRINTING WO 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY ly 


CHEQ 
SEALS 








ALEXANDER & SHEPHEz | 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS, 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZIW 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIC 
And all General and Commercial 


Every description of Printing—large or 8 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI NW 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publish 
Estimates and all information furnished. ~ 


Contracts entered into. 


GOLD PEN, 


WITH DIAMOND POINT, 











- | Anti-corrosive—Plexible—Durable—Adapting i# 


| to any Handwriting. 
Price 6d. each; post-free, 
With White Metal Pocket Holder, complete... 
Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver Pocket Holde 
Fiuted Pattern, complete si te ° 
Engine-turned Pattern, complete 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic ee 
Other patterns in great variety. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPH 


27, GHAMOERY LANE, LONDON. 


74. 


M4DAME TUSSAUD’ 8 EXHIBI 

Baker-street Station. Trains and o 

all parts. GRAND EQCLESLASTICAL TA 
Lifelike and Realisti ‘Model @ 


every afternoon andevening. Admission, 1 
10 a.m. till 10 p.m.—Madame Tussaud’s Exhibition 


HE ZOOLOGICAL SOCIES 


GARDENS, it’ k, are OPEN 
(except Sunda: ) from 9 a.m. till sunset. Admi 
on Mondays 6d. 


““[Asnonges the recon recent additions are three Lion @ 
sented by C. A. Osborne, Esq., and a Klipspringer Agi 











PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus anwp Stiversurrus, 17 anp 18, Picoapitix, W., and at la 


GrackcHURCH-sTREET, ConnwHILL, Lonpon, E.O., beg 


to announce that they accuw! 


aprratss the above for the Lugat Prorzssiox or purncuass the same for cach if desired. 


lished 1772 


Under the. patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 








